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REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 
Department of Agriculture 


THURSDAY, MAY 21, 1953 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., in room 1310, New House Office 
Building, Hon. R. Walter Riehlman presiding, 

Mr. RirextmMan. The committee will come to order please. 

We have for consideration today Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 
relating to the Department of Agriculture. The President transmitted 
this plan to Congress under date of March 25, pursuant to authority 
of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended. We also have for 
consideration H. R. 236, introduced by Congressman Fountain, of 
North Carolina, disapproving the plan. 

Plan No. 2, under section 1, proposes to transfer to the Secretary 
of Agriculture all functions not now vested in him of all other officers, 
agencies, and employees of the Department of Agriculture except the 
following: 

The functions vested by the Administrative Procedure Act in 
hearing examiners employed by the Department of Agriculture. 

The corporations of the Department of Agriculture, the boards 
of directors and officers of such corporations, the Advisory Board 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation, and the Farm Credit 
Administration or any agency, officer or entity of, under or 
subject to the supervision of said administration. 

It is understood that there are presently in the Department of 
Agriculture some 20 agencies, 10 of which were created in such a 
manner as to vest their functions directly in the Secretary, thus giving 
him inherent power to organize them. These agencies are the 
Agriculture Research Administration, Production and Marketing 
Administration, Commodity Exchange Authority, Extension Service, 
Foreign Agriculture Service, Office of Budget and Finance, Office of 
Information, Office of Personnel, Office of Plant and Operations, and 
Library. 

Many of the functions of the other agencies within the Department 
were vested by statute or by prior reorganizations plans in the par- 
ticular agency itself or in the head or some other officer of the agency, 
thus limiting the Secretary’s authority to transfer or consolidate the 
functions of such agencies. 

The present plan specifically exempts several of these agencies, 
as I have enumerated. The remaining ones which will be aftected 
in the transfer of functions to the Secretary are— 
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Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Forest Service, Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, Farmers Home Administration, Rural Electrification 
Administration, and Office of the Solicitor. 

Section 2 of this reorganization plan provides for two additional 
Assistant Secretaries appointed by the President with the consent 
of the Senate. 

Section 3 of the plan permits the appointme nt of an Administrative 
Assistant Secretary under classified civil service. 

Section 4 (a) of the plan provides that the Secretary of Agriculture 
may authorize the performance by any other officer or by any agency 
or employee of the Department of Agriculture of any functions of 
the Secretary, including any functions transferred to the Secretary 
under the provisions of this reorganization plan. 

Section 4 (b) provides that to the extent that the carrying out of 
the delegation of functions provided for in section 4 (a) involves the 
assignment of major functions or major groups of functions to major 
en organizational units of the Department of Agriculture, 
now or hereafter existing, or to the heads or other officers thereof, 
and oe the extent deemed practic ‘able by the Secretary, he shall give 
appropriate advance notice of delegations of functions proposed to 
be made by him, and shall aftord appropriate opportunity for in- 
terested persons and groups to place before the Department of Agri- 
culture their views with respect to such proposed delegations. 

Section 4 (c) provides that in carrving out the delegations of func- 
tions provided for in section 4 (a), the Secretary shall seek to simplify 
and make efficient the operation of the Department of Agriculture to 
place the administration of farm programs close to State and local 
levels, and to adapt the administration of the programs of the Depart- 
ment to regional State and local conditions. 

Section 5 and the final section of the reorganization plan provides 
that the Secretary of Agriculture may from time to time effect such 
transfers within the Department of Agriculture of any of the records, 
property, and personnel affected by this reorganization plan, and such 
transfers of unexpended balances—available or to be made available 
for use in connection with any affected function or agencv—of appro- 
priations, allocations, and other funds of such department as he deems 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this reorganization plan, but 
such unexpended balances so transferred shall be used only for the 
purvoses for which such appropriation was originally made. 

The President, in transmitting this Reorganization Plan No. 2 to 
the Congress, stressed that it was designed to make it possible for the 
Secretary of Agric ulture te simplify and i improve the iaternal organiza- 
tion of the Departme nt of Agriculture and was substantially in ‘accord 
with the recommendations made in 1949 by the Commission on Organ- 
ization of the Executive Branch of the Government. He further 
pointed out that Reorganization Plan No. 2 will permit the establish- 
ment of a clear line of responsibility and authority from the President 
through the Secretary of Agriculture down to the lowest level of 
operations in the Department; that it will make the Secretary responsi- 
ble under law for activities within his Department for which he is now 
in fact held accountable by the President, the Congress, and the 
public, and that it will enable the Secretary from time to time to adjust 
the organization of the Department of Agriculture in order to achieve 
continuous improvement in operations to meet changing conditions. 
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I desire at this time to insert in the record a copy of the President’s 
message of March 25, transmitting Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 
1953, and the plan itself. 

(The President’s message of March 25, 1953, and Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 of 1953 are as follows:) 


H. Doc. No. 111, 838d Cong., Ist 


MerssaGE FrRomM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED States TRANSMITTING 


REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 2 oF 1953 


To the Congress of the United Slates 

I transmit herewith Reorganization Plan No, 2 of 1953, prepared in accordance 
with the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended, and providing for reorganiza- 
tions in the Department of Agriculture, 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 is designed to make it possible for the Secre 
tary of Agriculture to simplify and improve the internal organization of the De 
partment of Agriculture. It is substantially in accord with the recommendations 
made in 1949 by the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of tl 
Government, 

With certain exceptions, Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 transfers to the 
Secretary of Agriculture the functions now vested by law in other officers, and in 
the agencies and employees, of the Department. It allows the Secretary to author- 
ize any other officer, agency, or employee of the Department to perform any func 
tion vested in the Secretary. He is directed to utilize this delegation authority in 
such a way as to further certain objectives set forth in the reorganization plan. 
Those objectives are to simplify and make effective the operation of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, to place the administration of farm programs close to the 
State and local levels, and to adapt the administration of the programs of the 
Department to regional, State, and local conditions. Further, to the extent 
deemed practicable by the Secretary, he is required to give appropriate advance 
public notice and to afford appropriate opportunity for interested persons and 
groups to present to the Department of Agriculture their views on such proposed 
delegations of the Secretary as involve assignments of major functions or major 
groups of functions to major constituent organizational units of the Department 
or their officers. 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 will permit the establishment of a clearer 
line of responsibility and authority from the President through the Secretary of 
Agriculture down to the lowest level of operations in the Department. It will 
make the Secretary responsible under law for activities within his Department 
for which he is now in fact held accountable by the President, the Congress, and 
the public. Also, it will enable the Secretary, from time to time, to adjust the 
organization of the Department in order to achieve continuous improvement in 
operations to meet changing conditions. 

The Congress has in the past repeatedly followed the sound policy of vesting 
functions directly in department heads so that they can be held accountable for 
the performance of their agencies. In acting upon recommendations of the Com- 
mission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government, the Con- 
gress approved, in 1949 and 1950, a series of statutes and reorganization plans 
which applied that policy to all the executive departments except the Depart- 
ment of Defense and the Department of Agriculture. While some laws vest 
important functions directly in the Secretary of Agriculture, others place major 
functions in subordinate officers and agencies of the Department By transferring 
to the Secretary the latter functions, with certain exceptions, the reorganization 
plan corrects the present patchwork assignment of statutory functions in the 
Department. 

The functions excepted from transfer to the Secretary are the functions of 
hearing examiners under the Administrative Procedure Act; of the corporations of 
the Department, including their boards of directors and officers; of the Advisory 
Board of the Commodity Credit Corporation; and of the Farm Credit Administra- 
tion and the banks, corporations, and associations supervised by it. 

The exception of the hearing examiners is in accordance with the intent of the 
Administrative Procedure Act, and is consistent with the status of hearing ex- 
aminers in other departments and agencies 

The corporations of the Department, together with their boards of directors 
and officers, are excepted because they have a different legal status than other 
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constituent agencies of the Department. Bodies corporate have independent 
legal personalities and act in their own name rather than in the name of the 
Department of Agriculture or of the United States 

The same reasons which prompt the exception of the corporations of the Depart- 
ment make desirable the exception of the entities supervised by the Farm Credit 
Administration itself is also excepted, since it is anticipated that general legislation 
covering this field will be recommended to the Congress 

The Department of Avcriculture now has only one (Assistant Secretary. 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1935 provides the Secretary with two more Assistant 
Secretaries and an Administrative Assistant Secretary to aid him in supervising 


the Department The Assistant Secretaries will be appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. The Administrative Assistant 
Secretary will be appointed under the classified civil service by the Secretary, 
with the approval of the President These methods of appointment are similar 


to those pre vailing in other departments 

The Secretary will prescribe the functions to be performed by these new assist- 
ant It is his intention to have the new Assistant Secretaries aid him in providing 
closer policy and program supervision over the Department of Agriculture, and 
to have the new Administrative Assistant Secretary perform substantially the 
same role as that performed by the administrative assistant secretaries in other 
depart ments Thus, the new officers will assist the Secretary in giv ing continuous 
attention to matters which are essential for the most efficient and economical 
operation of the Department 

The Secretary of Agriculture has advised me that the 2 new offices of Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture, and the 1 new office of Administrative Assistant Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, provided for in the reorganization plan, will merely replace 
existing positions in the Department, and that hence the creation of these offices 
will not result in any net increase in the personnel in the Department of Agricul- 
ture He has further advised me that both the number of officers and emplovees 
in the Office of the Secretary and the aggregate of their salaries will be less than 
those existing prior to January 1, 1953. 

The Secretary of Agriculture, aided by the Interim Agricultural Advisorv 
Committee, has been studying the organization and functions of the Depart ment 
of Agriculture. Recently the Secretary rearranged the organizational units of 
the Department so as to form (in addition to the Office of the Solicitor and a 
reorganized Foreign Agricultural Service) four major groups of agencies, each 
with a supervising head to whom the agencies within the group report. By so 
doing, the Secretary sought both to reduce the number of separate officials 
reporting to him and to improve coordination within the Department. Reor- 
ganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 will make it possible for the Secretary to make 
further internal adjustments within the Department as study and experience 
identify opportunities for improvement. It will thus further the better manage- 
ment of the affairs of the Department of Agriculture. 

After investigation I have found and hereby declare that each reorganization 
included in Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 is necessary to accomplish one or 
more of the purposes set forth in section 2 (a) of the Reorganization Act of 1949, 
as amended. 

I have found and hereby declare that it is necessary to include in the accom- 
panying reorganization plan, by reason of reorganizations made thereby, pro- 
visions for the appointment and compensation of two Assistant Secretaries of 
Agriculture and an Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. The 
rates of compensation fixed for these officers are those which I have found to 
prevail in respect of comparable officers in the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment. 

Reductions in expenditures will result from reorganizations of the Department 
of Agriculture made possible by the taking effect of Reorganization Plan No, 2 
of 1953, but such reductions cannot be itemized at this time. 

I recommend that the Congress allow the accompanying reorganization plan 
to become effective. 








Dwicat D. EISENHOWER. 


Top Wuitr Houser, March 25, 1953 
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REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 2 or 1953 


Prepared by the President and transmitted to the Senate and the House of Representatives in Congress 
assembled, March 25, 1953, pursuant to the provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1949, approved June 
20, 1949, as amended] 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


SECTION |] T ansfer of functions to the Secreta a) Subject to the exceptions 
specified in subsection b) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the 
Secretary of Agriculture all functions not now vested in him of all other officers, 
and of all agencies and employees, of the Department of Agriculture. 

b) This section shall not apply to the functions vested by the Administrative 
Procedure Act (5 U.S. C. 1001 et seq.) in hearing examiners employed by thi 
Department of Agriculture nor to the functions of (1) the corporations of the 
Department of Agriculture, (2) the boards of directors and officers of such cor- 
porations, (8) the Advisory Board of the Commodity Credit Corporation, or (4 
the Farm Credit Administration or any agency, officer, or entity of, under, or 
subject to the supervision of the said Administration 


Sec. 2. Assistant Secretaries of Agriculture Two additional Assistant Secre- 
taries of Agriculture shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. Each such assistant secretary shall perform such 
functions as the Secretary of Agriculture shall, from time to time, prescribe and 


each shall receive compensation at the rate prescribed by law for Assistant Secre- 


taries of executive departments. 

Sec. 3. Administrative Assistant Secretary ({n Administrative Assistant Sec- 
retary of Agriculture shall be appointed, with the approval of the President, by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under the classified civil service, and shall perform 
such functions as the Secretary of Agricultuer shall, from time to time, prescribe. 
The provisions of the item numbered (1) of the third proviso under the heading 
“General Provisions” appearing in chapter XI of the Third Supplemental Appro- 
priation Act, 1952, approved June 5, 1952 (66 Stat. 121), are hereby made appli- 
cable to the position of Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. 

Sec. 4. De legation of functions. a) The Secretary of Agriculture may from 
time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing the 
performance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture of any function of the Secretary, including any function 
transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization plan. 

(b) To the extent that the carrying out of subsection (a) of this section involves 
the assignment of major functions or major groups of functions to major con- 
stitutent organizational units of the Department of Agriculture, now or hereafter 
existing, or to the heads or other officers thereof, and to the extent deemed prac- 
ticable by the Secretary, he shall give appropriate advance public notice of 
delegations of functions proposed to be made by him and shall afford appropriate 
opportunity for interested persons and groups to place before the Department of 
Agriculture their views with respect to such proposed delegations. 

(c) In carrying out subsection (a) of this section the Secretary shall seek to 
simplify and make efficient the operation of the Department of Agriculture, to 
place the administration of farm programs close to the State and local levels, 
and to adapt the administration of the programs of the Department to regional, 
State, and local conditions 

Sec. 5. Incidental transfers.— The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to 
time effect such transfers within the Department of Agriculture of any of the 
records, property, and personnel affected by this reorganization plan and such 
transfers of unexpended balances (available or to be made available for use in 
connection with any affected function or agency) of appropriations, allocations, 
and other funds of such Department, as he deems necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this reorganization plan; but such unexpended balances so trans- 
ferred shall be used only for the purposes for which such appropriation was 
originally made. 


Mr. RrexuMan. [also desire to insert in the record House Resolution 
236, disapproving of the plan. 
(H. Res. 236 is as follows:) 
{H. Res, 286, 88d Cong., Ist sess.] 
RESOLUTION 
Resolved, That the House of Representatives does not favor the Reorganization 


Plan Numbered 2 of 1953 transmitted to Congress by the President on March 25, 
1953. 
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Mr. RiexuMan. These hearings will provide an opportunity for 
the proponents and opponents of the plan to be heard. In view of 
the short notice which he had, Secretary of Agriculture Benson was 
not able to appear today to present his views on behalf of the plan, 
but we will have the opportunity of hearing him on Monday, May 25. 
We have, however, several witnesses today, and others besides the 
Secretary will be heard on Monday. 

May I say on behalf of the committee that we are delighted to have 
the members of the Committee on Agriculture, or many of them, 
present here this morning. We hope you will feel free to come up 
here and occupy any of these chairs that are vacant and participate 
in this hearing in any way that you desire. 

Now, the first witness that we will call this morning will be Mr. 
Fountain. 


STATEMENT OF HON. L. H. FOUNTAIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Fountain. Mr. Chairman, may I ask at this time if you would 
be kind enough to insert into the cena the Reorganization Act of 
1949, as amended? A lot of people have never read that Reorganiza- 
tion Act, and I think that will enable them to determine the extent 
to which this plan complies with the spirit and the intent of that act. 

Mr. Rrexuman. Without objection, that will be done. 

(Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended (Public Law 109), is as 
follows: ) 


[Pustic Law 109—81st ConGREss AMENDED BY PuBLIK Law 3—83p CoNnGREss} 
[CHAPTER 226—lIsT SEssION} 
(II. R. 2361) 
AN ACT 


To provide for the reorganization of Government agencies, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I 
SHORT TITLE 
Section 1. This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Reorganization Act of 1949” 
NEED FOR REORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 2. (a) The President shall examine and from time to time reexamine the 
organization of all agencies of the Government and shall determine what changes 
therein are necessary to accomplish the following purposes: 

(1) to promote the better execution of the laws, the more effective manage- 
ment of the executive branch of the Government and of its agencies and 
functions, and the expeditious administration of the public business; 

(2) to reduce expenditures and promote economy, to the fullest extent 
consistent with the efficient operation of the Government; 

(3) to inerease the efficienc y of the oper itions of the Government to the 
fullest extent practicable; 

(4) to group, coordins ate, and consolidate agencies and functions of the 
Government, as nearly as may be, according to major purposes; 

(5) to reduce the number of agencies by consolidating those having similar 
functions under a single head, and to abolish such agencies or functions 
thereof as may not be necessary for the efficient conduct of the Government; 
and 

(6) to eliminate overlapping and duplication of effort. 
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(b) The Congress declares that the public interest demands the carrying out 
of the purposes specified in subsection (a) and that such purposes may be accom- 
plished in great measure by proceeding under the provisions of this Act, and can 
be accomplished more speedily thereby than by the enactment of specific 
legislation. 

REORGANIZATION PLANS 


Src. 3. Whenever the President, after investigation, finds that 
(1) the transfer of the whole or any part of any agency, or of the whole 
or any part of the functions thereof, to the jurisdiction and control of any 
other agency; or 
2) the abolition of all or any part of the functions of any ageney; or 
(3) the consolidation or coordination of the whole or any part of any 
agency, or of the whole or any part of the functions thereof, with the whole 
or any part of any other agency or the functions thereof; or 
(4) the consolidation or coordination of any part of any agency or the 
functions thereof with any other part of the same agency or the functions 
thereof; or 
(5) the authorization of any officer to delegate any of his functions; or 
6) the abolition of the whole or any part of any agency which agency or 
part does not have, or upon the taking effect of the reorganization plan will 
not have any functions, 
is necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes of section 2 (a), he shall 
prepare a reorganization plan for the making of the reorganizations as to which 
he has made findings and which he includes in the plan, and transmit such plan 
(bearing an identifying number) to the Congress, together with a declaration that, 
with respect to each reorganization included in the plan, he has found that sueh 
reorganization is necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes of section 
2 (a). The delivery to both Houses shall be on the same day and shall be made 
to each House while it is in session The President, in his message transmitting 
a reorganization plan, shall specify with respect to each abolition of a function 
included in the plan the statutory authority for the exercise of such function, and 
shall specify the reduction of expenditures (itemized so far as practicable) which 
it is probable will be brought about by the taking effect of the reorganizations 
included in the plan. 


OTHER CONTENTS OF PLANS 


Sec. 4. Any reorganization plan transmitted by the President under section 3— 
(1) shall change, in such cases as he deems necessary, the name of any 
agency affected by a reorganization, and the title of its head; and shall desig- 
nate the name of any agency resulting from a reorganization and the title of 
its head: 

2) may include provisions for the appointment and compensation of the 
head and one or more other officers of any agency (including an agency 
resulting from a consolidation or other type of reorganization) if the President 
finds, and in his message transmitting the plan declares, that. by reason of a 
reorganization made by the plan such provisions are necessary. The head so 
provided for may be an individual or may be a commission or board with two 
or more members. In the case of any such appointment the term of office 
shall not be fixed at more than four years, the compensation shall not be at a 
rate in excess of that found by the President to prevail in respect of comparable 
officers in the executive branch, a 


nd, if the appointment is not under the 
classified civil service, it shall be by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, except that, in the case of any officer of the municipal 


government of the District of Columbia, it may be by the Board of Commis 
sioners or other body or officer of such government designated in the plan; 

(3) shall make prov ision for the transfer or other di sposition of the records, 
property, and personne! affected by any reorganization; 

(4) Shall make provision for the transfer of such unexpended balances 
of appropriations, and of other funds, available for use in connection with 
any function or agency affected by a reorganization, as he deems necessary 
by reason of the reorganization for use in connection with the functions 
affected by the reorganization, or for the use of the agency which shall have 
such functions after the reorganization plan is effective, but such unex- 
pended balances so transferred shall be used only for the purposes for which 
such appropriation was originally made; 

(5) shall make provision for terminating the affairs of any agency abolished 
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LIMITATIONS ON POWERS WITH RESPECT TO REORGANIZATIONS 


Src. 5. (a) No reorganization plan shall provide for, and no reorganization 
under this Act shall have the effect of— 

(1) abolishing or transferring an executive department or all the functions 
thereof or consolidating any two or more executive departments or all the 
functions thereof; or 

(2) continuing any agency beyond the period authorized by law for its 
existence or beyond the time when it would have terminated if the reor- 
ranization had not been made; or 

(3) continuing any function beyond the period authorized by law for its 
exercise, or beyond the time when it would have terminated if the reor- 
ganization had not been made; or 

(4) authorizing any agency to exercise any function which is not expressly 
authorized by law at the time the plan is transmitted to the Congress; or 

(5) increasing the term of any office beyond that provided by law for 
such office; or 

(6) transferring to or consolidating with any other agency the municipal 
government of the District of Columbia or all those functions thereof which 
are subject to this Act, or abolishing said government or all said functions. 

(b) No provision contained in a reorganization plan shall take effect unless 
the plan is transmitted to the Congress before April 1, 1955. 


TAKING EFFECT OF REORGANIZATIONS 


Src. 6. (a) Except as may be otherwise provided pursuant to subsection (c) 
of this section, the provisions of the reorganization plan shall take effect upon the 
expiration of the first period of sixty calendar days, of continuous session of the 
Conzress, following the date on which the plan is transmitted to it; but only if, 
between the date of transmittal and the expiration of such sixty-day period there 
has not been passed by either of the two Houses, by the affirmative vote of a 
majority of the authorized membership of that House, a resolution stating in 
substance that that House does not favor the reorganization plan. 

(b) For the purposes of subsection (a)— 

(1) continuity of session shall be considered as broken only by an adjourn- 
ment of the Congress sine die; but 

(2) in the computation of the sixty-day period there shall be excluded the 
days on which either House is not in session because of an adjournment of 
more than three days to a day certain. 

(c) Any provision of the plan may, under provisions contained in the plan, be 
made operative at a time later than the date on which the plan shall otherwise 
take effect. 


DEFINITION OF ‘‘AGENCY”’ 

Sec. 7. When used in this Act, the term “agency”? means any executive depart- 
ment, commission, council, independent establishment, Government corporation, 
board, bureau, division, service, office, officer, authority, administration, or other 
establishment, in the executive branch of the Government, and means also any 
and all parts of the municipal government of the District of Columbia except the 
courts thereof. Such term does not include the Comptroller General of the 
United States or the General Accounting Office, which are a part of the legislative 
branch of the Government. 


MATTERS DEEMED TO BE REORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 8. For the purposes of this Act the term ‘reorganization’? means any 
transfer, consolidation, coordination, authorization, or abolition, referred to in 
section 3. 

SAVING PROVISIONS 


Sec. 9. (a) (1) Any statute enacted, and any regulation or other action made, 
prescribed, issued, granted, or performed in respect of or by any agency or function 
affected by a reorganization under the provisions of this Act, before the effective 
date of such reorganization, shall, except to the extent rescinded, modified, super- 
seded, or made inapplicable by or under authority of law or by the abolition of a 
function, have the same effect as if such reorganization had not been made; but 
where any such statute, regulation, or other action has vested the function in the 
agency from which it is removed under the plan, such function shall, insofar as it 





1 Public Law 3 (83d Cong., Ist sess.) changed the effective date from April 1, 1953, to April 1, 1955. 
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is to be exercised after the plan becomes effective, be considered as vested in the 
agency under which the function is placed by the plan. 

(2) As used in paragraph (1) of this subsection the term ‘regulation or other 
action’? means any regulation, rule, order, policy, determination, directive, 
authorization, permit, privilege, requirement, designation, or other action. 

(b) No suit, action, or other proceeding lawfully commenced by or against the 
head of any agency or other officer of the United States, in his official capacity or 
in relation to the discharge of his official duties, shall abate by reason of the t aking 
effect of any reorganization plan under the provisions of this Act, but the court 
may, on motion or supplemental petition filed at any time within ‘twelve months 
after such reorganization plan takes effect, showing a necessity for a survival of 
such suit, action, or other proceeding to obtain a settlement of the questions 
involved, allow the same to be maintained by or against the successor of such 
head or officer under the reorganization effe cted by such plan or, if there be no 
such successor, against such agency or officer as the President shs ull designate. 


UNEXPENDED APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 10. The appropriations or portions of appropriations unexpended by 
reason of the operation of this Act shall not be used for any purpose, but shall be 
impounded and returned to the Treasury 


PRINTING OF REORGANIZATION PLANS 


Sec. 11. Each reorganization plan which shall take effect shall be printed in 
the Statutes at Large in the same volume as the public laws, and shall be printed 
in the Federal Register. 

TITLE II 


Sec. 201. The following sections of this title are enacted by the Congress: 

(a) As an exercise of the rule-making power of the Senate and the House o 
Representatives, respectively, and as such they shall be considered as part of the 
rules of each House, respectively, but applicable only with respect to the procedure 
to be followed in such House in the ease of resolutions (as defined in section 202 
and such rules shall supersede other rules only to the extent that they are incon- 
sistent therewith; and : i 

(b) With full recognition of the constitutional right of either House to change 
such rules (so far as relating to the procedure in such House) at any time, in the 
same manner and to the same extent as in the ease of any other rule of such House. 

Sec. 202. As used in this title, the term “resolution”? means only a resolution 
of either of the two Houses of Congress, the matter after the resolving clause of 
which is as follows: ‘‘That the — —— does not favor the reorganization plan 
numbered transmitted to Congress by the President on — ——,, 19—.”’, 
the first blank space therein being filled with the name of the resolving House 
and the other blank spaces therein being appropriately filled; and does not inelude 
a resolution which specifies more than one reorganization plan. 

Sec. 203. A resolution with respect to a reorganization plan shall be referred 
to a committee (and all resolutions with respect to the same plan shall be referred 
to the same committee) by the President of the Senate or the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, as the case may be. 

Src. 204, (a) If the committee to which has been referred a resolution with 
respect to a reorganization plan has not reported it before the expiration of ten 
calendar days after its introduction, it shall then (but not before) be in order to 
move either to discharge the committee from further consideration of such resolu- 
tion, or to discharge the committee from further consideration of any other 
resolution with respect to such reorganization plan which has been referred to 
the committee. 

(b) Such motion may be made only by a person favoring the resolution, shall 
be highly privileged (except that it may not be made after the committee has 
reported a resolution with respect to the same reorganization plan), and debate 
thereon shall be limited to not to exceed one hour, to be equally divided between 
those favoring and those opposing the resolution. No amendment to such motion 
shall be in order, and it shall not be in order to move to reconsider the vote by 
which such motion is agreed to or disagreed to. 

(ec) If the motion to discharge is agreed to or disagreed to, such motion may not 
be renewed, nor may another motion to discharge the committee be made with 
respect to any other resolution with respect to the same reorganization plan, 
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Sec. 205. (a) When the committee has reported, or has been discharged from 
further consideration of, a resolution with respect to a reorganization plan, it 
shall at any time thereafter be in order (even though a previous motion to the 
same effect has been disagreed to) to move to proceed to the consideration of such 
resolution. Such motion shall be highly privileged and shall not be debatable. 
No amendment to such motion shall be in order and it shall not be in order to 
move to reconsider the vote by which such motion is agreed to or disagreed to, 

(b) Debate on the resolution shall be limited to not to exceed ten hours, which 
shall be equally divided between those favoring and those opposing the resolu- 
tion. A motion further to limit debate shall not be debatable. No amendment to, 
or motion to recommit, the resolution shall be in order, and it shall not be in order 
to move to reconsider the vote by which the resolution is agreed to or disagreed to. 

Src. 205. (a) All motions to postpone, made with respect to the discharge from 
committee, or the consideration of, a resolution with respect to a reorganization 
plan, and all motions to proceed to the consideration of other business, shall be 
decided without debate. 

(b) All appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating to the application of 
the rules of the Senate or the House of Representatives, as the case may be, to 
the procedure relating to a resolution with respect to a reorganization plan shall 
be decided without debate. 


Approved June 20, 1949. 


Mr. Fountain. Mr. Chairman, fellow members of the committee, 
first of all T want to thank Mr. Riehlman, the acting chairman of this 
committee in the absence of Mr. Hoffman, for the splendid cooperation 
he has given me in an effort to permit this committee to have this 
hearing so that it will enable this committee to take action upon 
House Resolution 236, which I introduced on May 14. Even before 
I had called Mr. Riehlman he very courteously contacted me and 
extended me every courtesy. Asa freshman in Congress and minority 
member of this committee, I want to thank him very much. 

Secondly, let me say this: I regret that I did not introduce this 
resolution of disapproval earlier. As the members of this committee 
well know, soon after the President’s reorganization plan was sub- 
mitted to Congress we discussed among ourselves the advisability of 
having an informal hearing and inviting Mr. Benson, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and others interested, to participate and to express 
themselves upon Reorganization Plan No. 2. 

I agreed with the idea and thought that we should have such a 
hearing. In the meantime, all of us were very busy with other matters 
and a resolution of disapproval was introduced in the Senate, and then 
shortly thereafter, I believe, Mr. Hoffman, our chairman, advised us 
that he had committed us not to hold an informal hearing on Reorgan- 
ization Plan No. 2 while hearings were taking place in the Senate on a 
disapproval resolution introduced there by Senator Russell unless a 
resolution of disapproval was introduced in the House. 

Following that statement by our chairman, I speeded up such 
study as I was able to give to Reorganization Plan No. 2 and its 
effects. I had hoped that a senior Member in Congress would intro- 
duce this resolution. As a freshman Member, for many reasons, I 
was reluctant to do so, but the more I studied the plan and its dan- 
gerous possibilities and potentialities the more convinced I became 
that it was my duty as a Member of Congress to express my personal 
disapproval by this resolution and, at the same time, to give the 
members of this committee and the Members of the House an oppor- 
tunity to express themselves, to debate its merits and demerits, and 
to vote their convictions. 
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In the interest of time and for the convenience of the witnesses 
who are prepared to testify today, with the committee’s permission, 
I would like to reserve the right to make a more detailed statement 
of my position and convictions after Mr. Benson testifies on Monday. 
After all, [ am testifying and also sitting on the jury. I should like 
to have the privilege of hearing all of the testimony and then making 
a more detailed statement thereafter. 

At the appropriate time during this hearing, either this morning 
or Monday, I would like to give the members of this committee the 
benefit of some statements made before the Senate Committee on 
Government Operations or the Subcommittee on Reorganization of 
the Committee on Government Operations in behalf of this resolution. 

In addition, I have several other statements which, time permitting, 
| would like to read to this committee and make a part of this record. 

1 understand that Mr. Clyde T. Ellis, executive manager of the 
National Rural Electrification Cooperative Association, is very much 
interested in appearing before this committee in support of this resolu- 
tion. I assume arrangements have already been made for his 
appearance. 

Very briefly in an outlined form for the benefit of those who will 
testify this morning, | might give to this committee a brief summary 
of some of the objections which I have. 

First, in my opinion, it gives to the Secretary of Agriculture un- 
limited authority to delegate. 

Secondly, I believe that when Congress has created functions for 
the various agencies it is entitled to know in advance where one of 
these functions will be abolished, an it is to be subordinated or 
when it is to be enlarged or when various functions are to be 
consolidated. 

Thirdly, I believe the plan violates the spirit and the intent of the 
Reorganization Act, as I will attempt to elucidate upon in my final 
statement. 

I believe it nullifies congressional influence on the nature of functions 
in the various agencies. There is no time limit to it. ‘The Pr. sident 
of the United States has until April 1, 1955, to submit various reorgane 
ization plans. Here he is permitting the Secretary to do the reorgan- 
izing, and there is absolutely no limitation upon the time within which 
the Secretary, whoever he may be in the years to come, may reorganize, 
The plan is not specific enough as is required by the Reorganization 
Act of 1949. As Senator Russell so well said, and I have already said 
in a different form, it gives power in perpetuity. 

That is the outline of the major objections which | have to the plan 
and as I said to begin with, there are a number of statements, which f 
would like to read to this committee, of Members of the Senate who 
will be unable to be here on Monday, and others I would like to insert 
in the record, and at this time I would like to forego the privilege of 
making any further statement, unless there are questions, and permit 
those who are here for their convenience to give their testimony, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Rieximan. Well, in view of your interest in testifying at a 
later date in these hearings, and your desire to hear the testimony of 
the other gentlemen, I think it would be the pleasure, probably, of 
the committee to defer asking you any specific questions until a later 
time. 
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Mr. McCormack. May I ask a question? 

Mr. Rrexitman. Yes. May I make this statement first, please? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Rreniman. However, I would like to call to your attention, 
and I am sure you understand this, that the Secre tary under this plan 
or under any reorganization plan cannot abolish any of the activities. 
I think they can merge the activities, but to abolish them I think that 
is not within the power of any reorganization plan; and, secondly, I 
am a bit confused, and I doubt very much whether there is a time limit 
for reorganization on any of the plans that we have had presented in 
the past in the House. There is, of course, limit on the reorganization 
plan permitting the President to send down plans, but once we pass 
a plan I don’t think that we have put a restriction on the time that the 
department has to reorganize it. 

[ wish you would look into those two statements which you have 
made, and I am sure you would like to clarify them and, if I am wrong, 
I would like to be corrected, too. 

Mr. Founratn. I would like to make one comment, and I will 
elucidate on it further Monday, with respect to the authority to abolish 
functions. There seems to be quite a bit of controversy as to whether 
or not the Secretary will have that authority. 

I noticed in reading the testimony of those who appeared in the 
Senate committee, there seemed to be some controversy. Senator 
Russell very definitely feels that he does have that authority. 

Now, I noticed in the Reorganization Plan No. 1 with respect to the 
Federal Security Administration there was a specific provision which 
said the Secretary does not have the authority and will not abolish 
any functions. 

In this particular plan that statement is omitted, and I think that 
gives rise to controversies as to what was intended by the plan. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Well, thank you, Mr. Fountain. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. McCormack, has a 
question. 

Mr. McCormack. I think you covered it in your observations, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rresiman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fountain. Thank you. 

Mr. RresiMan. The next witness will be, and we are delighted to 
have him here this morning, Hon. Clifford R. Hope, chairman of the 
House Committee on Agriculture. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLIFFORD R. HOPE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS, AND CHAIRMAN, 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Horr. Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to be here this morning 
and make a brief statement on behalf of Reorganization Plan No. 2. 

I have a prepared statement which I think has been distributed 
to the members of the committee—I am not sure of that—and in this 
statement I have anticipated some of the arguments that undoubtedly 
will be made against the plan; that is, they have been made against it 
in the Senate. 

Mr. Rresiman. Mr. Hope, will vou refrain just a moment? 
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Do we have copies of that statement? 

All right, Mr. Hope, you may proceed at this time. 

Mr. Horr. Mr. ( ‘hairman, I started to say that it will be noted in 
my statement that I have anticipated some arguments that undoubt- 
edly will be made on behalf of the resolution of disapproval. I say 
that because, normally, I assume that those who favored the resolu- 
tion would be heard first and those who would be opposed to this 
resolution would be heard later, and since there has not been a com- 
plete presentation of the arguments of the opposition I mention that 
fact here because I am sure that the arguments which I discuss will 
be presented sometime during the course of the hearing. 

[ think this reorganization plan is not only a desirable but a neces- 
sary measure if the De partment of Agric vulture is to function as an 
economical and efficient organization. I know of no one who is at 
all familiar with the situation who does not agree that a reorganization 
is in order. Whatever differences of opinion may exist are on the 
question of the form which reorganization should take. 

All of us know of the expansion which has taken place in the 
Department within the last 20 years. Many entirely new agencies 
have been established. Other agencies have been expanded or other- 
wise changed. In most cases the Secretary has direct control over 
these agencies and their functions. With respect to a few agencies 
he does not have this power which means that while he is assumed to 
have authority over the entire Department and its functions, such is 
not actually the case. 

This was not an unusual situation with respect to Cabinet depart- 
ments prior to the report of the Hoover Commission and the enactment 
of the Reorganization Act of 1949. However, under the provisions 
of the Reorganization Act of 1949 reorganization plans have been 
submitted to Congress and agreed to in the case of most departments. 
Two of these plans were adopted in 1949, and the remainder in 1950. 

In that year a reorganization plan for Agriculture similar to that for 
the other departments was rejected by Congress. In the meantime, 
reorganization bills for the Department of Agriculture based upon the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission have been introduced but 
no action has been taken. I think at the present time we have 
pending before the House Committee on Agriculture a bill to reorgan- 
ize, introduced by the chairman of this committee. Thus, today the 
Secretary of Agriculture is the only member of the Cabinet who does 
not have full authority over all the agencies which are presumed to be 
under him. 

Furthermore, the Department is woefully understaffed as far as 
Assistant Secretaries are concerned. Whereas most departments 
have from 3 to 8 assistant secretaries, Agriculture has but 1. This 
puts a tremendous load on the Secretary, the Under Secretary, and 
the one Assistant Secretary. 

The purpose of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 is to make the 
Secretary of Agriculture Secretary in fact as well as in name. It 
will enable him to actually exercise the responsibility for which he is 
held accountable as Secretary and will enable him to adjust and 
improve the organization of the Department in the interest of effi- 
ciency and economy. It will make it possible for him to better the 
service which the Department is expected to render the people of 
this country. 

838798—53——-2 
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The plan itself is simple. It does five things: 

First, with the exception of certain agencies noted in section 1 (b), 
including the Farm Credit Administration, it transfers to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture all functions not now vested in him, of all other 
officers and all agencies and employees of the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

Second, it creates two new positions of Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture to be appointed by the President and confirmed by the 
Senate. 

Third, it creates the position of Administrative Assistant Secretary. 

Fourth, it authorizes the Secretary to delegate the functions vested 
in him to any officer, agency, or employee of the Department, subject 
to giving public notice with opportunity for interested parties to be 
heard. It also sets up guideposts to be followed in the delegation of 
functions. 

Fifth, it authorizes the transfer within the Department of records, 
property, and personnel as well as unexpended balances of appropria- 
tions with the proviso that funds transferred may be used only for 
purposes for which appropriations were originally made. 

This plan differs from plan No. 4 to reorganize the Department, 
which was submitted in 1950, in the following particulars: 

First, it prohibits the use of transferred unexpended balances except 
for the purposes for which the appropriation was originally made. 

Second, it does not apply to the Farm Credit Administration. 

Third, the Secretary 1s required to give public notice of important 
changes and to afford opportunity for interested persons to be heard. 

Fourth, in redistributing functions the Secretary is required to 
seek to simplify and make efficient the operation of the Department, 
to place administration of farm programs close to State and local 
levels, and to adapt programs to regional, State, and local conditions. 

These are important improvements in the 1950 pian. They make 
it stronger and more effective. The lack of these improved proposals 
now contained in this plan was properly the subject of criticism when 
the 1950 plan was under discussion in Congress. That criticism has 
has now been met. 

The important thing to remember about this plan is that it does not 
permit the Secretary or any one else in the Department to change 
functions. What it does is to transfer to the Secretary all functions 
not now possessed by him and to authorize him to delegate these 
functions to officers, agencies and employees of the Department. It 
is a management plan. 

The Secretary can transfer the administration of a function to other 
agencies but he cannot change a function. He cannot abolish a func- 
tion, nor can he create a function. Neither the Secretary nor any of 
his subordinates can expend funds except for the purposes and in the 
amounts previously authorized by Congress. When these facts are 
considered most of the criticism which has been made of this plan 
simply does not stand up. It becomes unrealistic and extravagant. 

If this plan is bad, then the similar and, in fact, practically identic al 
plans approved by Congress in 1949 and 1950 for the Post Office, 
Treasury, Justice, Interior, Commerce, and Labor Departments are 
bad and should be repealed. 

If this plan, which in practical effect applies only to the Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics, the Forest Service, the Soil Conservation 
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Service, the Farmers Home Administration, the Rural Electrification 
Administration, and the Office of the Solicitor, is bad, then it must be 
said that the power which the Secretary already has to transfer func- 
tions in 10 other agencies in the Department is bad and should be 
taken away from him. 

The agencies over which he already has this power are some of the 
most important in the Department and include the following: Agri- 
cultural Research Administration, Production and Marketing Ad- 
ministration, Commodity Exchange Authority, Extension Service, 
Foreign Agricultural Service, Office of Budget and Finance, Office of 
Information, Office of Personnel, Office of Plant and Operations, and 
Library. 

Take, for instance, the Production and Marketing Administration, 
by far the largest and most controversial agency in the Department. 
Here is the result of a reorganization plan carried out by the Secretary 
in 1945: At that time the Secretary was Clinton P. Anderson, former 
Member of the House, and at present a distinguished Member of the 
Senate. It was originally a merger of 14 agencies, and since that time 
agencies have been moved into it and moved out of it. No matter 
what we do with this plan the Secretary could abolish the PMA to- 
morrow. He could break it up into a dozen agencies and transfer its 
functions wherever he pleased. This is the agency which deals with 
price supports and many other subjects allied thereto. Is it contended 
now that the Secretary should have any less power over an agency like 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, for instance, than he does over 
a great and powerful agency like the Production and Marketing Ad- 
ministration? 

The proposal before us does not go nearly as far as the specific 
recommendations for reorganization of the Department of Agriculture 
made by the Hoover Commission, because many of those recommenda- 
tions involve important changes in the functions of the Department 
and even deal with functions of other departments. Yet one would 
think from some of the criticism which has occurred that this plan 
went far beyond the Hoover recommendations. 

Now, this plan is in the spirit of the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations, but it does not go nearly as far in certain particulars. 

I have implicit confidence in the present Secretary of Agriculture. 
I know that he will not make important changes under this authority 
without consulting Congress, farm organizations, and representative 
farmers, and I am sure he will tell this committee that when he appears 
before it next Monday. He is a part of an administration which is 
leaning over backwards in its efforts to recognize Congress as an 
equal and coordinate branch of Government and to see that it fully 
retains its place as the policymaking branch. On many occasions 
Secretary Benson has affirmed his full concurrence in the viewpoint 
of the Eisenhower administration. 

But it is said, ‘Suppose we have a Secretary of Agriculture with an 
inclination to ignore or flout Congress?” I don’t think we will have; 
but, even in that unlikely event, Congress has plenty of recourse. 
There is this committee, the Committee on Government Operations, 
which has almost unlimited power to investigate the operations of all 
Government agencies. Then under section 136 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act all congressional committees have the duty of 
exercising continuous watchfulness of the execution by administrative 
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agencies of all laws coming within the jurisdiction of such committees. 
We have the appropriation power which in itself is probably sufficient 
to handle any situation which might arise. We have the power of 
legislation to correct any abuses. 

Finally, if need be, we have the power of impeachment, but I con- 
sider it unlikely that a situation requiring any of these remedies would 
ever develop for the very good reason that under the plan now before 
us there can be no change which relates to functions, and no juggling 
of appropriations. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel very strongly that the Secretary of Agriculture 
should have the same authority to put his house in order whieb is now 
possessed by every other Cabinet official. That is the only question 
which is involved here. 

I believe that if he has the great responsibility for running this im- 
portant Department he should also have the authority, and if we do 
not give him the authority which all experts on Goverrinent reorgani- 
zation concede he should have, then we cannot well criticize the opera- 
tion of the Department. 

Finally, I believe that if this authority is granted it will result 

1 efficiency, economy, and in better service to the people of this 
sianier: all of whom are affected by the policies and activities of this 
important department. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Rrestman. Thank you, Mr. Hope. 

If I reeall correctly, in 1950 you opposed that reorganization plan 
for the Department of Agriculture. I wonder if you could tell the 
committee briefly the difference between this plan and the 1950 plan, 
and the reasons for your supporting this one at this time? 

Mr. Hops. Well, I do not agree with your statement, Mr. Chair- 
man, that I opposed the 1950 plan. 

Now, the House, as I understand it, did not consider the 1950 
plan, and the only part of it that came before the House was that 
part which provided for some additional secretaries. That matter 
came before the Committee on Agriculture in the form of a bill, and 
the committee reported out a bill which—I am just going by my 
recollection now—which I think gave the Department 2 additional 
Assistant Secretaries; 3 had been requested. 

I supported that bill in the committee and on the floor of the 
House, and on the floor there was considerable opposition to it and 
finally we amended the bill by providing for one Assistant Secretary, 
and the bill passed the House in that form, and died in the Senate. 
No action was taken on it over there. 

Now, that is the only occasion on which we had to deal with this 
question in the House, as far as I know, and I do not recall at any 
time I took any position on the reorganization plan, and I certainly 
did not study it or make any effort to discover its provisions because 
I simply did not get around to it since it did not come before the 
House. 

Mr. Rrexuman. Well, I am sorry if I made an incorrect statement, 
Mr. Hope, but I was of the opinion—and I said if my recollection 
served me correctly—that you were opposed to it. I am sorry if I 
made an incorrect statement. 

Mr. Hope. I don’t recall making any statement or forming any 
opinion on the matter at all, and had no occasion or opportunity to 
do so, as I recall it. 
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Now, in further reply to your question, there are some differences 
between this plan and the other plan which I mentioned in my 
statement here. There are four differences which | think are of 
some importance. 

One of them is that it does not apply to the Farm Credit Adminis- 
tration. 

I recall—I say I recall—I read the testimony over in the Senate 
before the committee there on plan No. 4 in 1950 and I noticed that 
some of the farm organizations, particularly the National Grange, 
— that reorganization plan then, among other reasons, because 

deal with the Farm Credit Administration, that is, included the 
am Credit Administration as one of the agencies which might 
be reorganized. 

Now, that agency in this resolution is excluded. The Farm Credit 
Administration is not subject to reorganization, and there is another 
bill pending in Congress which does deal with the Farm Credit 
Administration. 

Now, another thing which this plan does, which was not in plan 
No. 4 in 1950, is that it prohibits the transferring of unexpended funds 
except for the purposes for which the appropriations were originally 
nade. 

The third difference | would like to point out is that the Secretary 
is required to give public notice of important changes and to afford 
opportunity for interested persons to be heard. 

Now, that, | understand, is not interpreted by the Secretary as 
requiring that he proceed under the acts of Congress which set up a 
form for hearings of that kind, but it does mean, and I heard him say 
this the other day in the Senate, it means that there will be an oppor- 
tunity for interested parties to be heard, ample opportunity, on all 
proposed reorganizations before the orders are actually made, and | 
think that is a considerable advantage that will be appreciated not 
only by Members of Congress but by farm organizations and others 
who might want the opportunity to present arguments in opposition 
or arguments for changes in proposed reorganization plans. 

Now, the fourth difference that I referred to was that in redistrib- 
uting functions under this plan the Secretary is given some guideposts 
to follow. In the first place, he is required to seek to simplify and 
make efficient the operation of the Department. 

In the second place, it is required the plan shall place administration 
of farm programs close to State and local levels, that is, that that is 
the objective; and the third requirement is that the program should 
be adapted to regional, State, and local conditions. 

Now, those are some differences between the two plans which I 
think are important. 

Mr. Ries ~Man. One of the important questions, and I am sure 
that my colleague here, Mr. Fountain, raised it in the first instance 
when he was testifying, is that there was a possibility that he could 
abolish some of the functions of the Department. I see that you 
have covered that in your statement, and you agree with what I had 
to say in that respect, that he cannot abolish any of the functions; 
is that your feeling in the matter’ 

Mr. Horr. Yes; that was my "opinion and my judgment, and I 
notice in reviewing the hearings before the Senate committee 3 years 
ago on plan No. 4, “which was exac tly similar to this as far as the power 
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to do anything with functions was concerned, that was the interpre- 
tation which all of the witnesses, including the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget, Mr. Lawton, placed upon the plan at that time, and 
I am sure that no one can successfully contend that there is any legal 
authority in this plan to change functions or to eliminate functions or 
to create new functions. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Mr. Bender, do you have some questions? 

Mr. Benper. Yes. 

Il am wondering, Mr. Hope, if you can tell us how many positions 
would be eliminated in the Department as a result of this reorganiza- 
tion plan? 

Mr. Horr. No; I cannot give the committee any information on 
that. I think that is a subject, however, which the Secretary will 
discuss. I do not know how specifically, but when he is before the 
committee [| am sure he will be pleased to answer questions on that 
point. 

Mr. Benper. In your judgment, is this a device to eliminate 
holdover employees, since there is no other device available, in order 
to put the responsibility in the Secretary of Agriculture, as was 
determined by the voters last November? 

Mr. Horr. Well, I hadn’t thought of it being used in that connec- 
tion. Of course, the Secretary has authority to abolish jobs now, as 
far as that is concerned. 

Mr. Benper. He has authority to abolish any position that he so 
desires through Executive order; is that correct? 

Mr. Horr. Yes; he has that authority. Of course, that still does 
not do away with certain rights that employees have when the job 
is abolished, but he can abolish any position that is not considered 
necessary, as I understand it. 

Mr. Benpber. So that any interpretation or implication that this is 
a political device or is used as a device for the purpose of eliminating 
certain jobs in order to turn over the Department to people who 
are friendly to the administration is not correct? 

Mr. Horr. Well, I don’t understand that that is the purpose. 

There are, as I understand it, some orders being made to the Civil 
Service Commission which will make it possible for all Cabinet officials 
to deal with policymaking jobs, some of which have been heretofore 
placed in civil service. 

That is an entirely different matter that does not enter into this plan 
at all, as I understand it. 

Mr. Benpver. Isn’t it vour judgment that a Cabinet officer, since 
he has the responsibility, should have the authority to organize his 
Department on a basis that would make it most efficient so that the 
charge that he is not doing a good job could not hold as a result of 
having been surrounded by people who were calling the shots, who 
have no disposition to go along with the program that the admuinistra- 
tion desires to adopt? 

Mr. Hops. Well, I think that any positions which involve policy- 
making in anv substantial degree should be subject to filling by the 
Secretary or head of the Department without any restrictions. I 
think he should have that privilege if he is to take the responsibility 
for the activities of the Department. 

Now, I am sure that whatever is done in the way of orders that are 
coming through the Civil Service Commission, that they won't go 
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down to all policymaking jobs because I presume thousands of officials 
in the Department of Agriculture have a little something to say about 
policy; they exercise judgment that effects policy; but certainly all of 
the positions where there is a substantial policymaking authority 
should be subject to appointment by the head of the department 
without restrictions. 

Mr. BenpEr. While you were testifving one of my colleagues on 
the Democratic side said, | thought I understood, “You wouldn’t fire 
Democracts; would you?’ 

Am I correct? 

I am not particularly interested in firing anyone, except I don’t 
went to have a secretary who is charged with the responsibility of 
doing the job to be hampered by people, whether they are Republicans 
or Democrats or Mugwumps—a secretary whose responsibility is ad- 
ministration of that Department in an efficient manner, and I believe 
that any Member of Congress feel that he has the right to name his 
own personnel and his own office staff and, by the same token, apart 
from any political implication, and that implication obviously is 
there and that is why I, as a Republican, raised the question before 
some of my worthy colleagues could raise the question themselves. 

Knowing of the high esteem for Mr. Benson in agricultural circles, 
| am sure it is not his purpose to use this as a vehicle to do anything 
other than to improve the functioning of his Department. 

Mr. McCormack. In thinking of what we Democrats might be 
thinking about, you haven’t a guilty conscience; have you? 

Mr. Benper. Well, all I want to say about that, John, is that 
there have been too few jobs eliminated thus far. These jobs should 
be eliminated as soon as possible. The Secretary of Agriculture should 
not be hampered with holdover employees who are not at all sym- 
pathetic with the program of the Eisenhower administration. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, you are coming out. 

Mr. Benner. No; I say we have the responsibility, and I say, 
certainly we ought to have the right, since we are going to be charged 
by my good friend and his colleagues, or held responsible on the basis 
of our power—certainly you wouldn’t object to a reorganization plan 
that would help us to make good; would you? 

Mr. McCormack. I think you ought to wait until we ask the ques- 
tions to find out what is in our mind before showing a guilty conscience 

Mr. Benper. I think it is well to bring all this out in the open and 
have a thorough discussion of the whole question on the basis of reality 
and not go beating around the bush. 

As far as I am concerned, I have supported reorganization plans 
here under previous administrations when | thought that greater 
efficiency would be had, and | don’t believe it is desirable for ou 
friends on the other side, to consider this from a political standpoint 
but rather on a high plane as we Republicans have always considered 
reorganization legislation that was brought out when you were in the 
majority. 

That is all. 

Mr. Rresuman. Mr. Holifield. 

Mr. Hourrretp. Well, I hesitate to question the witness after such a 
brilliant piece of testimony from my colleague on the other side; 
nevertheless, I do wish to question Congressman Hope on the clear 
and concise statement you have placed before us on this plan. 
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Might I ask if the Committee on Agriculture has discussed this plan 
within their own circles and if there is substantial opposition from the 
members of the Committee on Agriculture to this plan? 

Mr. Horr. The Committee on Agriculture has not discussed the 
plan. We have on 2 or 3 occasions planned to go into it, and we had 
asked the Secretary to come before the committee at a date 30 days 
or more ago, I don’t remember the exact time, and had made all 
arrangements for hearing him. That arrangement was made at just 
about the time the chairman of this committee—the Committee on 
Government Reorganization—had announced that this committee 
would have hearings on the matter. 

In discussing the matter with the Secretary he felt and I felt that it 
would be better if he did not appear before our committee until after 
he had appeared before this committee, which has jurisdiction of the 
matter. 

We just wanted to have an informal meeting with him, and so it was 
agreed that we would postpone the date which was set. 

Subsequently, the chairman of this committee called off the hearings 
and I then again suggested to the Secretary we would like to hear him. 
He felt at that time, however, that since the Senate Committee on 
Government Reorganization had set a date for him to appear before 
that committee, perhaps it would be better for him to make that 
appearance before a committee which had jurisdiction prior to 
appearing before our committee, and for that reason we did not try 
to get the Secretary before the committee prior to the date of the 
hearing before the Senate committee. 

Now, we do intend to have the Secretary come before our committee, 
and we are trying to set a date now when the committee can hear him 
and when he can be present, and we do intend to discuss the matter, 
but it has not been discussed by our committee so far. 

Mr. Houirrevp. I notice that several members of our Agricultural 
Committee are present here this morning, and I am glad they are, 
because many of the members of this committee feel that on a special- 
ized plan such as this the advice of the members of the Agricultural 
Committee is particularly valuable to us, and I hope, Mr. Chairman, 
that they will be given the full privilege of the committee in the way 
of questioning in bringing out any facts that can be of value to this 
committee. 

Mr. Riexwi_mMan. I would like to say, Mr. Holifield, that I made that 
statement at the outset of the hearing, that they would be permitted 
to ask questions and participate in the hearing. 

Mr. Houirieip. Did the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Benson, 
testify before the Senate committee on this matter? 

Mr. Horr. Yes; he testified there last week—no; it was Monday of 
this week, | believe. 

Mr. Houirre.p. Was he able to come forth with any details as to 
implementation of this program? 

Mr. Hopr. I did not hear all of the Secretary’s statement. I was 
there when he made his prepared statement, but I left shortly after 
the questions began, but I understand he did answer a number of 
questions as to details, but I can’t say how far he went into it. 

Mr. Houirieip. This seems, then, to be just a general plan but 
lacking as yet in any publicly known details of implementation. 
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Mr. Horr. Unless it was developed at the hearing before the Senate, 
I don’t know of any statements that have been made by the Secretary 
as to how he would carry out the plan. 

Mr. Houirieip. In point 4 on page 2 of your testimony, Congress- 
man Hope, vou put as one of the objectives to place the administration 
of farm programs close to State and local levels, and to adapt pro- 
grams to regional, State, and local conditions. 

Was there an inference in the statement of that objective, that these 
programs are now not close to State and local levels? 

Mr. Horn. No; | don’t think that would carry that 

Mr. Houirievp. It was just a reaffirmation of the principles that 
are now contained in your county agricultural 

Mr. Horr. Yes. I don’t think there is any intimation there that 
they are not administered at local levels at the present time. | 
think there possibly are more powers that might be given some of 
the local committees, and there has always been some discussion of 
that. I realize there is a limit, of course, under any Federal pro- 
gram to the policymaking powers that could be given to local com 
mittees, but the objective here, as | understand it, would be to put 
as much of it in the hands of the local committees as could be done, 
and they have a lot of it already. To the extent they could be given 
more power I would be for it. 

Mr. Hourrretp. Do you have any specific suggestions as to how 
they could be given more power than they have now in the determina- 
tion of their program in the local areas? 

Mr. Horr. Well, I think that in the case of the farm committees; 
that is, the local and State committees, they could possibly be given 
some greater part in determining policy, within certain limits. 

Mr. Houirietp. You mean in determining national policy or the 
policy within their particular jurisdiction? 

Mr. Hops. Within their particular area. [ know the complaint is 
always made by farmers—I have heard it made a great many times, 
and perhaps it 1s justified in some cases and perhaps it isn’t in others 
that they are called in for consultation and are asked to give their 
views and their advice, but no one ever pays any attention to them 
after they give their views. As | say, I don’t know how much justifi- 
cation there is for that, but farmers do feel, [ think, in many cases, 
that although their advice is sought it is seldom taken. 

Mr. Houirretp. Thank you, Mr. Hope. That is all. 

Mr. Rieuuman. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Brownson. 

Mr. Brownson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hope, what authority does this Reorganization Plan No. 2 
give to Secretary Benson that he does not already have? 

Mr. Horr. Well, it gives him the authority over six of the agencies 
in the Department to distribute, to redistribute functions and make 
changes in the agency or subagency which carries out those functions. 

Now, as I pointed out in my statement, he already has that authority 
over a majority of the agencies in the Department, but there are these 
six agencies: the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, the Forest 
Service, the Soil Conservation Service, the Farmers Home Adminis- 
tration, the Rural Electrification Administration and the Office of 
the Solicitor, where the basic legislation in some cases which created 
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those agencies put the power in the head of the ageney or put it in some 
official in the agency or puts the power in the agency itself rather than 
in the Secretary. 

That is true of some of the activities of the Forest Service; some 
legislation has said the Forest Service should have the authority to 
do this or that thing, and in the case of the REA the agency was set 
up outside of the Department at one time and then moved into the 
Department, but there were certain powers which the head of the 
agency had when it was an independent agency that still exist, 
although it is a part of the Department and is supposed to be under the 
control and supervision of the Secretary. 

Now, that is true to some extent of the Farmers’ Home Administra- 
tion. For instance, the Secretary of Agriculture does not appoint the 
head of the Farmers’ Home Administration; he is appointed by the 
President. 

That is true of the Administrator of the Rural Electrification 
Administration, also. 

In the case of the Soil Conservation Service, the same thing is true 
as is of the Forest Service, that some of the powers possessed by that 
Service have been given to the Service rather than to the Secretary of 
Agriculture or Department of Agriculture. 

Those are the main differences. I cannot tell you in detail what 
those powers are; but I am sure the Solicitor of the De partment, who 
undoubtedly will accompany the Secretary when he is up here, can 
go into some detail as to what those powers are. But that is the 
situation. 

Mr. Brownson. Isn’t the authority which is granted under Reor- 
ganization Plan No. 2 to the Secretary of Agriculture held by virtually 
every other Cabinet officer now? 

Mr. Horr. It is my understanding that as of now there are six 

Cabinet departments which have been reorganized under identical 

r practically identical reorganization proposals which were approved 
vy the Congress in 1949 and 1950. Those are the Treasury Depart- 
ment, the Attorney General’s Department, the Department of Com- 
merce, the Department of Labor, the Post Office Department, and 
the Interior Department, and at the time previous to those reorgani- 
zation orders I think there were some situations in those Departments 
that were very similar to those that exist in the Department of Agri- 
culture now, but those reorganization acts gave the Secretaries of 
those Departments the same authority that this reorganization plan 
gives the Secretary of Agriculture if it is adopted. 

Mr. Brownson. You have been here in Congress much longer than 
[ have, Mr. Hope. This plan has been attacked because it is not 
more specific. There is some testimony to that effect in the Senate 
and, I understand, in some of the testimony earlier here today. 

Do you feel that this plan is any less specific than reorganization 
plans which we have passed here in the House before, under other 
administrations? 

Mr. Horr. Well, it is no less specific than the six I have mentioned. 
It is practically the same in all six of those plans as it is in this plan. 

Mr. Brownson. I can remember the Internal Revenue reorganiza- 
tion plan which went through this committee. It was even more 
vague than this in its original form as a plan, but we had certain 
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statements by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue and the Civil 
Service Commission, and additional testimony accompanied it not as 
part of the plan but as evidence of what would be done. Many of 
the provisions of these collateral statements which were made at that 
time subsequently were violated, so it seems to me that this plan is 
as specific in detail as any plan that we have considered since | have 
been on this committee. 

Other plans have been accompanied by additional testimony, but 
that additional testimony has not been binding or a part of the actual 
plan. 

Mr. Horr. Well, I am not too familiar with all plans that have been 
submitted. There may be some cases where plans have been more 
specific where the objective was more limited, perhaps, but I have 
reviewed the six plans I am talking about now which are similar and, 
as I say, practically identical with this one, and I am certain they are 
just as general as this plan. 

Mr. Brownson. And those plans, as I remember it, were all sup- 
ported by a majority on both sides of the House. 

Mr. Horr. That is my understanding; yes. 

Mr. Brownson. The point has also been raised that there is no 
time limit or termination date in connection with this particular 
reorganization plan. 

Would vou care to comment on the absence of a termination date? 
Mr, Horr. Well, of course, this plan has that feature, and all 
the other six plans I have mentioned have the same lack of termina- 
tion date, and as far as I know none of the plans have termination 

dates. 

Now, there may be exceptions to that, but the general rule has 
been that there should be no termination date. I think there are 
arguments both ways on whether there should be a termination date, 
but it seems to me to be in harmony with the theory of these plans, 
which is that change is taking place in Government all the time and 
a department head should have the opportunity to reorganize his 
department whenever it seems to be desirable to do so. 

Now, in the case of the Department of Agriculture, it seems to me 
that that is perhaps especially desirable. Agriculture is a great and 
growing industry and one which has changed tremendously in just the 
last 10 or 15 years, and it is dependent upon many outside influences; 
for instance, our policy on foreign trade is going to have a great effect 
on agriculture, just to mention one thing, and the consuming habits of 
our people, whether they are going to use cotton or rayon, is going to 
have a lot to do with what might be done as far as the Department of 
Agriculture, and what should be emphasized, and what agency should 
deal with what functions, so it seems to me that it is desirable particu- 
larly in a case of this kind to have that power in existence to be used 
as situations may arise. 

Certainly there can be no abuse of that power, as long as the Secre- 
tary follows the provisions that are contained in this plan: That he 
should consult with Congress and have hearings on the matter; 
consult with Congress and the farm organizations and other interested 
parties. 

Of course, I assume that whatever changes are made in any of these 
agencies are going to be made, ordinarily, in the first few months that 
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the authority exists, and I don’t think it is a matter of too much im- 
portance whether it exists after that time or not, but I can see some 
value in having it in existence indefinitely. 

Mr. Brownson. In other words, if we can get the same support 
behind this bill that was available here in the House behind the other 
six reorganization plans that were essentially the same and granted 
essentially the same authority, it will result in the adoption of this 
reorganization plan? 

Mr. Horr. Yes. 

Mr. Brownson. Don’t you think that the Department of Agri- 
culture and Veterans’ Administration plans will be the most controver- 
sial of all reorganization plans because they affect so many people 
directly? 

Mr. Horr. Well, that is true, and also perhaps because the reor- 
ganization of the Department of Agriculture has been neglected for 
so long that there are some rather controversial matters that perhaps 
might be the subject of reorganization, although I am sure from what 
Secretary Benson said in his statement before the Senate committee, 
the part of it that I heard, that he is going to proceed slowly in any 
changes that are made in the Department of Agriculture. 

i think what vou say about the fact that these agencies affect so 
many people does, of course, create a greater popular interest than 
would be the case otherwise. 

Mr. Brownson. Thank you very much, both for your excellent 
prepared testimony and for your answers to these questions. 

| hope that in considering this plan everybody can think a little 
bit more about the next generation than they do about the next 
election, and | think it can be passed. 

Mr. Rrewsuman. Mr. Karsten. 

Mr. Karsten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

| would like to commend the chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture for his very fine presentation. In view of his broad ex- 
perience in agriculture, I give great weight to his testimony. 

Mr. Hope, our jurisdiction is dependent upon bringing about econ- 
omies and efficiency in Government departments. This plan is pred- 
icated, I assume, on bringing about the economy and efficiency. 

I wonder if you could tell me how much money might be saved in 
the event this plan is adopted? 

Mr. Horr. No; I am sorry that I can’t give you that information. 
I know the Secretary will have something to say on that in his 
Statement. 

Mr. Karsten. Do you think it will save any money if it is adopted? 

Mr. Hope. I would think some money would be saved. I think it 
is just as important, however, to consider the increased efficiency 
aod the saving in duplication that might take place under a plan of 
this kind. Now—— 

Mr. Karsten. Mary of us are very much interested in Government 
economy. Of course, that is a pertinent question that we want to 
pursue. 

Mr. Hore. Well, now, I would look for some savings in expenditures 
and some savings in effectiveness; I think the plan would make the 
operations of the Department more effective. 

Now, while I would not attempt to say what will be done under 
this plan, I think every Member of Congress is familiar with the fact 
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that in every county seat town there is more than one agency of the 
Department of Agriculture operating, in some cases several agencies, 
and some efforts were made under Secretary Brannan to effect con- 
solidations of local offices with State offices, and a great deal was done 
along that line toward housing these agencies in the same office 
buildings, so that if a farmer came in to make some inquiry or obtain 
some information about some Government program he would not 
have to go from one end of the town to the other to find out what he 
wanted to know. 

Now, there can certainly be more done along those lines out in the 
field. There can be, certainly, some things done down here in the 
Department in the way of consolidation all of which will, in my 
opinion, result in saving money, as well as saving farmers from a lot 
of work and the expenditure of a lot of time in trying to find out the 
exact agency with which they have to deal. 

Mr. Karsten. Well, we would expect the plan to bring about 
efficiencies, at least, and perhaps some economies, which you couldn’t 
define at this time? 

Mr. Hops. Well, I am sure there would be some economy through 
the elimination of duplication and through better administration. I 
am sure there will be economy—— 

Mr. Karsten. You always bring about economy when you can 
bring about efficiency? 

Mr. Horr. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. Karsten. In the past we have had opposition in connection 
with plans before this committee because they don’t go as far as 
they should in adopting all of the Hoover Commission recommenda- 
tions. Now, in the Senate testimony I noticed there are about nine 
points in the Hoover Commission recommendations that were not 
included in this plan. I wonder if you would care to comment on 
that? 

Mr. Horr. Well, I think that, as I recall those provisions, I recall 
some of them, some of them actually change functions. Some of 
them eliminate functions; some create functions. As I understand 
it, the object of all these plans for the several departments that were 
sent up in 1949 and 1950, and this plan, was not to change or elimi- 
nate or create functions. It was merely to give the Secretary au- 
thority to move the functions of the Department into the places and 
into the hands of the people whom he thought could administer them 
the best. In the Hoover Commission recommendations it not only 
was a case of where functions were eliminated or changed on some 
very controversial matters, in fact, but they dealt with other agencies 
than Agriculture; that is for instance they recommended the removal 
of the Bureau of Land Management from the Department of the 
Interior to the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Karsten. That would require some special legislation to accom- 
plish that; would it not? 

Mr. Horr. I don’t know; I presume under a reorganization plan of 
some kind that could be done. It might, I don’t know, it might take 
legislation, but there are a number of matters of that kind that are 
among the nine that you mentioned, and I think the reason they were 
eliminated from this plan was because they do deal with the transfer 
of functions; they deal with other agencies than agriculture, and also 
because they deal with some controversial matters that probably would 
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have to be resolved at a high executive level before the plan should be 
sent up. 

Mr. Karsren. But you feel the plan should be adopted notwith- 
standing the fact that these nine points were not included? 

Mr. Horr. Yes, I do; very definitely, yes; this plan is complete 
and it was a ood plan without those features. 

Mr. Karsren. Possibly some of them might come before your 
committee. 

Mr. Hope. I think that ts possibli ; yes 

Mr. Karsren. In your statement, Mr. Hope, you say, “I have 
implicit confidence in the present Secretary of Agriculture.” 

As a matter of information, I wonder if you would tell the com- 
mittee just what he has accomplished in the last 5 months that vives 
you this unplicit confidence? 

Ir. Hope. I would be glad to go into that if the committee wants 
to take the time 

I think I can say that in every problem that has come before 


3 he | en Secretary of Agriculture, he has 


Secretary Benson since he hi ie 
| | 
1 thinks, in a proper way. 


met in a very realistic Wav and, 


Now, there has been some eriticism of the Secretary beceuse he 


h S ot done some thines that he did not have authority to do. | 
don’t know of any criticism that has been made of him of the things 
he did which he did have authority to do 

Now. some of the matters that have been thrown on his doorstep 


since he came In here, matters that he inberite i im & sense well, to 
name one, the matter of butter price supports, that is a question 
which is very contr versial and one on which there are differences of 
oOpmion but it Was a decision that had to be made by the Secretary 
as to the level at which butter prices would be suvported, whether it 
vould be 75 percent or 90 percent or anvwhere in between, and | 
think the Secretary 

Mr. Karsten. We still have that problem, do we not, Mr. Hope, in 
the over itl ple ture? 

Mii Hopi We still have that problem, but 

Mr. Karsten. What I am trying to get at is his accomplishments. 

Mir. Hors. Well, that is what I was getting at, what the Secretary 


has done in that connection. There was nothing the Secretary could 
do except decide one way Ol another, whether it would be 75 percent 
or 90 percent or somewhere in between. I think he did the wise 


thing, under the circumstances, in saving YO percent 

He also called in all representatives of the organizations, from the 
producers up to the distributors of butter and dairy products, and 
said, “Now, | want you folks to get together and come up here at the 
end of this year with a better plan than you have now,” and he has 

Mr. Karsten. It still is in the formulative stage? 

Mr. Hops. It is still in the formulative stage, and 

Mr. Kasrren. What I was trying to get at was his accomplish- 
ments, not in the future but in the past 

Mr. Horr. Well, of course, the greatest accomplishment we can 
have in any executive department is the wise, sound administration 
of that department, and I was giving this butter situation as an illus- 
tration of what I thought was a sound, wise exercise of the authority 
of the Secretary in a difficult situation. 

Just as another illustration of the exercise of sound constructive 
administration policy I would like to point out how Secretary Benson 
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has tackled a problem that I think is of very grave importance to 
agriculture and to the country as a whole. I refer to what he has 
done in setting up a new organization to deal with foreign trade 
agriculture, a matter of the utmost importance. 

He called in a man who is an expert on foreign trade, Mr. R. F 
Wilcox, of California, and asked him to revamp and revise the foreign 
trade setup in the Department of Agriculture and make a vital, 
dynamic sort of an organization which could actually function effee- 
tively and promote our foreign trade in agriculture. Following Mr 
Wilcox’s report the Secretary has set up an organization under the 
head of Mr. Romeo Short, former vice president of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, who has been a great student of foreign trade and 
an expert on foreign trade for many years, certainly a very wise selec- 
tion for that position, and | think we are going to get somewhere in 
the field of foreign trade. That is a very important matter. 

Mr. Karsten. | join you in hoping we will get somewhere. 

Mr. Brownson. Will the gentleman yield for an observation? 

The Eisenhower administration inherited a shortage of money and 
a surplus of butter. 

Sometimes when an incoming administration inherits a situation 
such as ~ it takes more than 120 days to reverse the picture. 

Mr. Hops. That is true. The only body that can relieve the Secre- 
tary of Agric culture from the responsibility he had as far as butter is 
concerned is Congress. He is operating under the law that Congress 
passed, and he is trving to work out the very difficult problems of the 
dairy industry. 

MW e are trying to help him here in Congress; we have a Subcommittee 

+ Any ing under the chairmanship of Congressman Andresen; it is 
a | r proble m. 

ir Karsten. That is all I have 

Mr. Rirutman. Mr. Meader 

Mir. Meraprer. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Hope, I know vou were present when Mr. Fountain made his 
brief opening statement, and I was rather struck by one of his reasons 
for support of his resolution of disapproval. I quote him approxi- 
mately correctly, I think; he said, ‘This plan was contrary to the 
spirit and intent of the Reorganization Act.” 

He didn’t elaborate on that point, but | would like to have you 
comment on it since perhaps vou won’t be here after he has made such 
an elaboration 

Mr. Horr. Well, of course, 1 do not know what Mr. Fountain has 
in mind. I think it is thoroughly in harmony with the spirit of the 
Reorganization Act. I don’t understand 

Mr. Founrarn. Mr. Chairman, pardon the interruption, but if vou 
will permit me, I will read that portion of the Reorganization Act 
which I had in mind and permit him to comment upon it. 

Will you permit me to do that? 

Mr. Mranper. Yes. 

Mr. Fountain. I will read section 2 (a) as a preface to the para 
graph I have in mind. 

It reads as follows: 

The President shall examine and from time to time reexamine the organization 
of all agencies of the Government and shall determine what changes therein are 
necessary to accomplish the following purposes 
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And then he lists the purposes, such as ‘To reduce expenditures and 
promote economy; to consolidate agencies,’ and so forth; there are 
six of those. 

Then down to section 3, it reads as follows: 

Whenever the President, after investigation, finds that (1) the transfer of the 
whole or any part of any agency, or of the whole or any part of the functions 
thereof, to the jurisdiction and control of any other agency; or 


and then it lists six other things, such as abolition of all or any part 
of the functions of any agency, the consolidation or coordination of 
the whole or any part of any agency, and so forth, and then here is (a): 


He shall prepare a reorganization plan for the making of the reorganizations 
as to which he has made findings and which he includes in the plan, and transmit 
such plan (bearing an identifying number) to the Congress, together with a 
declaration that, with respect to each reorganization included in the plan, he 
has found that such reorganization is necessary to accomplish one or more of 
the purposes of section 2 (a). 

I have particular reference to that statement: 

He shall prepare a reorganization plan for the making of the reorganizations 
as to which he has made findings and which he includes in the plan. 

Now, you may prefer to comment on that. 

Mr. Horr. Well, Mr. Fountain I am not familiar at the moment 
with everything that is in the Reorganization Act, and you omitted 
a great deal of it when you read it, so I am not sure that I am stating 
the matter correctly when I say that it is contemplated among other 
things in the part of the act which you read that there would be trans- 
fers between departments, transfers between the departments of var- 
ious governmental agencies. 

Now, I assume in a case of that kind it would be very necessary to 
be specific and say what agencies are transferred and what powers 
are transferred, and that sort of thing. 

Now, there is certainly nothing in the statements which you read, 
as I would interpret them, that would prevent a plan of this kind from 
being submitted where it applied only to a single agency, and that 
evidently was the thought of the last administration, as well as the 
thought of this administration, because the six reorganization pro- 
posals to which I have referred were identical in form to this one, and 
I have never heard the question raised in the case of any of those that 
they were not in harmony with the spirit of the Reorganization Act. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Mr. Meader. 

Mr. Meaper. In other words, Mr. Hope, your reply is that if this 
plan is in violation of the spirit aie intent of the Reorganization Act, 
previous plans submitted under the previous administration were 
equally in violation of the spirit and intent of the Reorganization Act? 

Mr. Hope. Yes, certainly, I don’t think there is any distinction 
that can be made. 

Mr. Fountain. Would you vield for one question? 

Mr. Meaper. Well, I was going to vield the floor. 

Mr. Founrarn. Along with the line you expressed. 

Mr. Meaper. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Fountain. Since this is my first experience in Congress I had 
nothing to do with the other plans. I did not support Reorganization 
Plan No. 1. 1 supported reorganization authority for the President 
wholeheartedly and even voted to require a constitutional majority 
to disapprove his plan. I expected the President to submit something 
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that I could intelligently decide upon, and thought at the time I did 
so that I would at least get a general idea of what he proposed to do. 

The question I want to ask is this: If Congress has heretofore 
adopted plans which may be unwise with respect to the various 
agencies or executive branches of the Government and if this is bad, 
(whie h you say is good,) is there any reason why we should adopt 
this plan? 

Mr. Hore. No; I don’t say that we should; one mistake should 
not be a precedent for another, if it was a mistake, but, of course, I 
don’t agree with the gentleman that the other plans were bad. I 
think they were good. 

Mr. RiresuMan. Do you have any further questions, Mr Meader? 

Mr. Meaper. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rresuman. Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. McCormack. You are satisfied under this plan that the Secre- 
tary cannot abolish any functions? 

Mr. Horr. Yes, | am. Iam quite satisfied that is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. It can give him power to transfer but he cannot 
abolish them? 

Mr. Horr. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. That is all. 

Mr. Rreximan. Mr. Judd. 

Mr. Jupp. Mr. Hope, I think your statement speaks for itself. I 
don’t see how we can ask people to be responsible for the actions of an 
agency if they don’t have authority to manage it. 

The Department in which I have been most interested is the State 
Department. We have had the same problem there. In the public 
mind the Secretary is held responsible for the point 4 program, 
although he does not administer it in much of the world. He gets the 
credit or the blame, for all foreign aid, much of which he does not 
administer. And he has authority, supposedly, for the Voice of 
America, and other information activities. Right now we have the 
same problem, either to get their activities out of the Department or, 
if they are to be kept in the Department, let the Secretary have full 
authority and then hold him responsible if the performance is not up 
to what we believe should be a proper standard. Certainly that prin- 
ciple should apply to all these agencies of government. 

I was surprised to find that the Secretary of Agriculture has only 
one Assistant Secretary. In the State Department there are 10 
Assistant Secretaries, and the Secretary can delegate functions to them 
and hold them responsible. Inasmuch as this plan does not change, 
basically, policies and functions, I can see no good reason for not 
passing this reorganization plan, or rather letting it go into effect so 
that the Secretary can then administer his department adequately. 

I have only one question, and it is for information. What is the 
relation of the Secretary of Agriculture to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation? The Secretary of Agriculture has to carry out the price 
support programs and yet the agency which does the buying and selling 
of surplus commodities, is the CCC; is that not correct? 

Mr. Hope. Yes, that is correct. CCC is a Government corporation 
with a charter from Congress. The Secretary uses the Commodity 
Credit Corporation as arn instrumentality to carry out the price- 
support programs. It has the authority to make loans on agricultural 
commodities, to buy and sell agricultural commodities and, subject to 
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the terms of the charter of the corporation the authority to do a number 
of other things which directly or indirectly relates to Government price 
support programs. It also acts as a procurement agency in connection 
with foreign aid and foreign-aid programs. 

Mr. Jupp. Well, you say that the Secretary of Agriculture in carry- 
ing out the price-support program uses the Commodity Credit 
Corporation? 

Mr. Hope. Yes. 

Mr. Jupp. Does he have the authority to instruct or order the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to buy or sell in order to carry out the 
price support program? 

Mr. Horr. Well, the officials of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
and the Board of Directors are officials of the Department of Agri- 
culture and the Corporation’s activities are carried out in harmony 
with the policies of the Department. 

Mr. Jupp. Well, then, we have the case of an agency which is really 
controlled by the Department of Agriculture but is not in the Depart- 
ment and, on the other hand, we have agencies in the Department 
which the Secretary does not control? 

Mr. Horr. That is true. 

Mr. Jupp. That certainly is an anomalous situation. 

Which agency in the Department now handles the price-support 
program, the PMA? 

Mr. Horr. That is the PMA. 

Mr. Jupp. So he does not control the PMA which handles it in the 
Department, but he does control the CCC which handles it outside 
the Department? 

Mr. Hope. Yes, he does control the PMA. The PMA wouldn’t be 
affected by this program. 

Mr. Jupp. That is right, the PMA is the one already in——— 

Mr. Horr. The one in which he has unlimited authority. 

Mr. Jupp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rrentman. I would like to hear from some of the members of 
the Agricultural Committee sitting in with us this morning, and the 
first member I will call upon to see if he has any questions is Mr. 
Abernethy. 

Mr. Apernetuy. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the privilege of being 
here with the committee, and I would like to ask my chairman, Mr. 
Hope, one question or so. 

Kirst, | would like to say that as to any question I may propound 
it certainly won’t have political import. The gentleman from Ohio 
is gone now, but I want him to know that I am one of those who feels 
that this administration or any other administration should have the 
right and power to place in position employees of its choosing in posi- 
tions of policy. However, I do not understand that to be the purpose 
of this reorganization plan. 

As I understand the plan, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Hope, the 
object is to create efficiency, effect economy, eliminate duplication, 
to bring the agricultural programs closer to the people in the States, 
and to give the Secretary control over the specific agencies mentioned 
in your statement, to wit, the Bureau of Agricultural Economies, the 
Forest Service, the Soil Conservation Service, the Farmers’ Home 
Administration, the Rural Electrification Administration, and the 
Office of the Solicitor. 
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Now, here is the thing that disturbs me. No one has told us yet 
what he plans to do. I want to support this plan if I know what he 
intends to do, but I don’t know and, with deference to you, Mr. 
Hope, I don’t think you have been informed as to what he plans to 
do. If you have, I would like to know what the plans are. What is 
he going to do; which agency is he going to transfer; who is he going 
to give its functions to, and why? 

Now, if you can enlighten us on that I would like to know. That 
is the only issue with me. It is not a question of politics, certainly. 

Mr. Horr. Well, of course, 1 do not know. I can’t answer the 
gentieman’s question as to just what is going to be done as far as 
the reorganization of the Department is concerned, or when it will 
be done, or how fast or how slow it will be carried out. 

The gentleman has spoken to me previously, and we have dis- 
cussed this matter, and we do intend to have the Secretary before the 
Agricultural Committee, and interrogate him about the matter, and 
it is because of the circumstances that I have already related here that 
we haven’t had him here already. 

I cannot tell the gentleman just how this power will be used. I 
know the Secretary will in his statement to this committee at least lay 
down some general principles that he is going to follow in making 
reorganization of these particular agencies that he has authority, or 
does not have authority now, to reorganize. I know he will do that 
As to how specific he can be, I do not know. 

Mr. Rresuman. Might I say to the gentleman from Mississippi 
that we plan to have the Secretary before the committee on Monday, 
and I hope you will be able to be here to propound that question to him 
if Mr. Hope is not able to answer it satisfactorily for you. 

Mr. Asernernuy. I might say to the committee that question has 
already been propounded by the Appropriations Committee, and he 
told the Appropriations Committee he did not know. I don’t say 
that with any criticism; it may be that since the question has been 
propounded he has made some plans. I am terribly disturbed about 
this thing, and my people are disturbed about it. 

I am receiving some mail from people affiliated with one particular 
agricultural agency, the Extension Service, who are strongly in favor 
of it. JI am writing them and asking what it is about the plan that 
hey favor. Of course, no one really knows what the plans are. 

| had a letter a few days ago from the Director of the Extension 
Service in my State, stating he was very strong for the plan because 
it would promote economy and efficiency, eliminate duplication, bring 
the programs closer to the people—almost verbatim, as I find, with 
every statement offered in support of the plan. But lam not informed 
as to what the Secretary plans to do. 

Now, there are some other agencies in the Department of Agricul- 
ture that I think the 30 million farm people are just as intereste id in as 
they are the Extension Service. A fear is growing among the farm 
people that some of the services which are being performe xd by some 
of these agencies are not only going to be depreciated and eliminated 
but possibly destroyed, or the service transferred from one agency to 
another. 

Such would not necessarily accomplish any efficiency. It may or 
may not. We can’t tell until we see the plan. 
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If a transfer of powers is the purpose of the plan I want to be told 
about it. I don’t say I will be against it. If it is the purpose to 
transfer only a part of the services of 1 agency or 2 agencies or more 
to another agency, I want somebody to te ell me about it. That i is all 
I want. 

Mr. Hope. Well, I will comment on that for just a moment. 

Of course, those people who are writing you and are evidently ap- 
prehensive probably do not understand that the Secretary has no 
authority under this plan to eliminate or change or reduce or expand 
functions. They think that some of the programs of the Department 
in which they are interested might be changed or eliminated by this 
reorganizational order. 

Now, that, of course, is impossible. That cannot be done. A 
function might be changed to some other agency to administer it, 
but the function itself will have to go on, and certainly any failure to 
carry out that function would be the subject of an investigation by 
our committee, I am sure, probably by the Appropriations Committee, 
and perhaps by this committee, I would think. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I certainly don’t want to leave the impression, 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that I think the 
Secretary is attempting to conceal something. That is not my pur- 
pose at all. I do think the members of the committee, the Members 
of Congress, the people connected with the Department, and the 
30 million farm people of this country are entitled to know what is 
in this thing before we adopt it. Until we do know, with all deference 
to everyone, I don’t think it should become law. 

I do hope that the Secretary, when he does appear, will be in a 
position to make known to us what his plans are. I assure you that 
if I think they are sound and that economies and other sound objectives 
can be accomplished, I will support it. 

Mr. Hope. Well, let me say that I feel the Secretary, when he 
comes before the committee, should, as far as he possibly can do, state 
what he has in mind with respect to the changes in the Department 
under the provisions of this plan, if it is adopted. 

Now, I don’t know that he should be required to say everything 
that he is going to do at any time in the future, but-—— 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I realize that. 

Mr. Hope. But certainly he should be frank with the committee 
and state just as fully as he can at this time what he intends to do. 
I am fully in accord with the gentleman. 

Mr. Fountain. Will the gentleman yield to me to read a comment? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I did not want to take up too much time. 

Mr. Fountain. Section 1 of the plan does not just transfer the 
agencies under the jurisdiction of the Secretary. It says there are 
hereby transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions not 
now vested in him of all other officers, agencies, and employees of the 
Department of Agriculture. That means all of the functions of the 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, the Forest Service, the Soil Con- 
servation Service, the Farmers’ Home Administration, the Rural 
Electrification Administration, and so forth, are transferred to him. 

Mr. Hope. No; it does not include all those. You named two 
corporations there—— 

Mr. Fountain. Well, those two. 
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Now, let me get to the section that deals with the delegation of 
functions. 

Section 4 says that the Secretary of Agriculture may from time to 
time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing 
the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, 
of the Department of Agriculture of any function of the Secretary, 
including any function transferred to the Secretary by the provisions 
of this reorganization plan. 

That means he has the functions, not the agencies, and he can take 
those functions and transfer them to any agency he wants to. 

Mr. Horr. Why shouldn’t he have them if he is the head of the 
Department? Why shouldn’t he have those functions? 

Mr. Fountain. Let me ask you this: Does that not give him the 
authority to repeal congressional legislation? 

Mr. Hore. No; it certainly does not; because he cannot touch 'a 
function. He can transfer, but not change it. Of course, if he could, 
that would be entirely different. 

If we were giving him the authority that was proposed by the Hoover 
Commission in some cases to change functions, that would be entirely 
different. I assume if we had that kind of reorganization plan, it 
would be specific in saying what those changes would be. 

Mr. Founrarn. If he can transfer those functions from an agency 
which was set up by congressional act, is that not in effect repealing 
congressional legislation? When Congressmen like you, and my col- 
league from North Carolina, Mr. Cooley, and others, who have studied 
these problems from year to year, have set up specific agencies for 
designated purposes with particular functions which you had in mind, 
will he not under this reorganization plan have the authority to, in 
effect, repeal the intent of Congress in many of those legislative 
actions? 

Mr. Horr. Well, the only thing he can do to that extent that would 
be changing the legislation, he can transfer a function which Congress 
may have said belonged to the Forest Service. That will be trans- 
ferred to himself, transferred to the Secretary by this plan, and he in 
turn can transfer that to some other agency of the Department if he 
he desires to do so. 

The Forest Service is probably a poor example there because I 
don’t suppose very many of the functions of the Forest Service would 
be transferred to any other agency, but it will give the Secretary full 
authority over the Forest Service, which he should have as the head 
of the Department. I think that in many cases where it exists it was 
probably not the intention of the Congress to create a situation of 
this kind. 

In some cases we have had agencies outside of the Department, 
like the REA, which have been moved in and, of course, the author- 
ity was given the head of the agency at the time the agency was 
created; when it was moved into the De partment that authority was 
not given to the Secretary. I think it should have been given, but 
in a situation of this kind, of course, that authority would go to the 
Secretary, and I think that is where it should be if he is responsible 
for the agency. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, this does not give him the power to repeal 
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any organic law; that is your understanding? 
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Mr. Hore. Not at all. 

Mr. McCormack. That is your definite understanding? 

Mr. Hope. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, I am very strongly inclined to vote for 
this. I was even before the hearing, after my study of it. My 
mind is still somewhat open, but I am trying to state what my state 
of mind is. 

The time limit does not impress me because if you put a time 
limit on you might force a reorganization that when one is cool and 
calm we might regret later on. 

Furthermore, your first reorganization, for all practical purposes, 
puts a time limit on it, anyway, because any secretary is not going 
to make a series of major reorganizations while he is in office, as I 
see it. 

Now, there is a difference between this, however, and the thought 
expressed by Mr. Abernathy, which I think is sound, and I think you 
recognize it, 

In the Bureau of Internal Revenue it was pretty well spelled out 
in the reorganization plan what changes would take place, and the 
Commissioner specifics ally stated them. 

I realize a man could not come up here and state everything he 
might do under a reorganization plan, but I do think he ought to 
have in mind the pretty broad outline of what he is going to do, and 
I think our distinguished acting chairman is doing a very fine job of 
presiding with dignity here, as he always does, and I think it might 
be well to sort of forewarn the Secretary that he is going to be asked 
these questions and, insofar as is possible for him to do, we would like 
to have him give the committee the benefit of his testimony as to 
what he has in mind, to the extent he can go. 

Mr. Rrew_man. That suggestion will be carried out, Mr. McCor- 
mack, 

Mr. McDonough. 

Mr. McDonovuGu. I merely want to say I think the plan is a move 
in the right direction, and insofar as the apprehension on the part of 
the people that Mr. Abernathy referred to, or any other people of a 
similar mind in other parts of the country is concerned, that is some- 
what of an indication of lack of confidence in the present Secretary 
of Agriculture if he were given this authority. 

That same question of doubt could be raised by any reorganization 
plan, and especially, in my opinion, in reference to the reorganization 
of the Defense Department, which is very extensive in its transfer 
of authority to various functions of that branch. 

I wonder, Mr. Hope, if you could inform the committee how this 
plan will bring the Department of Agriculture closer to the State and 
local levels as it is indicated in the plan that is not now functioning? 

Mr. Horr. Well, I will comment briefly on that. 

One of the complaints about farm programs in the past, and I think 
it has been a legitimate complaint, was that the plans were formulated 
in Washington on a national basis without taking into consideration 
local conditions and local situations, and the thought has been that 
the program should be geared more nearly to local conditions. 

For instance, on our PMA programs, they are set up on the basis 
of a national program, and while there are certain options in there 
that can be—and when I say PMA, I mean the agricultural conserva- 
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tion program, which was formerly PMA—there are certain options 
in there that can be used in certain localities, but at the same time 
there are certain things that must be done that come out of 
Washington. 

Now, if there would be more of an opportunity on the part of the 
local communities, State and local communities, to formulate their 
plans and send them in to Washington with some reasonable expecta- 
tion of their being approved, that would be an illustration, I think, 
of bringing the program or adjusting the program to State and 
local conditions. 

Mr. McDonovau. That is, to coordinate the Federal program with 
the State and county plans? 

Mr. Horr. Yes, there would have to be coordination, and there 
should be greater opportunity than there has been in the past for the 
program to come up from the grassroots rather than to come down from 
Washington. 

Mr. Rieuuman. Mr. Poff. 

Mr. Porr. Isn’t it true, Mr. Hope, that the distinction lies between 
substantive legislation and procedural legislation heretofore passed by 
Congress, and isn’t it true that the Reorganization Act of 1949, which 
was a substantive piece of legislation passed by the Congress, gave the 
power to the President, but through this reorganization plan, to change 
procedural law, and that is what we claim this plan and every other 
reorganization plan is doing? 

Mr. Horr. Yes, | think that is a sound distinction. 

Mr. Porr. So to that extent. ‘: we have the power through the 
reorganization plan to repeal m ; ' certain procedural aspects of 
legislation previously passed by the Cyngress? 

Mr. Horr. Well, I don’t know whetuer repeal is a good term or not, 
but what will have been done here will be to transfer, let’s say, the 
activities or functions, whatever you want to call them, of one agency 
to another agency, but it is merely a management matter that we are 
doing; we are turning management over to someone else, but you are 
not changing the duties or functions that are to be managed. 

Mr. Porr. Now, Mr. Karsten inquired of you concerning the nine 
points recommended by the Hoover Commission which will not be 
included as a part of this plan. 

Those nine points, as I understand them, relate to substantive law 
which was passed by Congress and which necessarily would require 
a new law to repeal or change. 

Mr. Horr. Yes, most of them would, at least, 1 am not sure about 
all of them; perhaps all of them, but most of them do; either that, or 
they relate to transfers between departments of other matters that 
could not be included in a proposal of this kind relating to one 
Department only. 

Mr. Porr. Yes. For instance, Congressman Hope, 1 of those 9 
suggested that customs receipts, which are now allotted to the 
Department of Agriculture, be paid directly into the Treasury. 
Naturally, that wouldn’t fall into the province of this plan. 

Mr. Hope. No, certainly that would be a change of the substantive 
law. 

Mr. Porr. And another recommendation was that the Bureau of 
Land Management be transferred to the Department of Agriculture, 
and that again would be another change of function, of substantive 
law? 
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Mr. Hops. Well, it would be a change that affected at least two 
departments, and could not very well be considered in a reorganization 
of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Porr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rresuman. Mr. Brooks? 

Mr. Brooks. No questions, sir. 

Mr. Riexuman. Mr. Golden? 

Mr. Gotpen. No questions. 

Mr. Rrexuman. Mr. Holtzman? 

Mr. Hotrzman. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rrexniman. Mr. Condon? 

Mr. Convon. No questions. 

Mr. Rrewiman. Mr. Dodd? 

Mr. Dopp. No questions. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Mr. Wheeler? 

Mr. Wueeter. I have no real question, Mr. Chairman, except the 
thing that concerns me about this whole plan does in connection with 
other plans. I am wondering, speaking from a scientific approach, as 
to whether the Secretary actually proposes to rearrange the atoms 
within the Department or to actually split some atoms. 

In other words, pointing back to the question that Mr. Abernethy 
raised, does he, for instance, propose to change within the framework 
of this organization any of the functions, we will say, of the REA or 
the Soil Conservation Service, or does he merely propose to place 
them in a little different administrative category? 

Of course, the question should be more properly directed to the 
Secretary. 

Mr. Horr. Yes. Well, that is a question which undoubtedly will 
be propounded to the Secretary when he is here, and I am sure he 
will be able to answer it. 

Of course, if you are speaking about the REA, as an example, I 
can’t think of any functions of the REA now that could very well 
be transferred to any other agency in the Department. Now, maybe 
there are; I just wouldn’t want to say. Just offhand, I can’t think 
of any, and I don’t imagine that is one that is going to be rearranged 
too much, but there would be a transfer here of some of the functions 
that the REA Administrator has now to the Secretary, I assume, so 
that the Secretary would have full authority over the REA which he 
does not have at this time. 

Mr. WHeeEcer. One of the reasons I mention the REA is that there 
are some duplications of functions, in my opinion, currently as between 
agencies of the Department of the Interior, such as the Southeastern 
Power Administration, which almost completely duplicates some of 
the functions of the REA. 

I was wondering as to how this reorganization plan might affect 
that situation and, as I say, my question should more property be 
directed to the Secretary. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Horr. Well, I don’t see how this reorganization plan could 
affect those functions at all because it does not deal with the South- 
western Power Administration or any agency that is outside of the 
Department. 

The same thing could be said, perhaps, about TVA and Soil Con- 
servation, because TVA has its own plan of soil conservation, but 
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there is nothing that can be done under this plan that would in any 
way affect the activities of the TVA. That would have to come from 
some other plan. 

Mr. Ripxuman. Mr. Polk, do you have a question? 

Mr. Potx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have been serving with Chairman Hope for, this is the eighth 
session of Congress. Mr. Hope and I have served on this committe 
together. We haven’t always agreed, but we haven’t always dis- 
agreed, and I have a high regard for his judgment, so | am somewhat 
hesitant to ask him questions, but I would like to have Mr. Hope 
comment on: 1 or 2 problems. 

Mr. Hope, I believe you mentioned that the Secretary, in answer 
to a question by Mr. Karsten of Missouri with reference to economy 
and efficiency, you mentioned the fact that this would permit the 
Secretary to combine offices, local offices. Now, doesn’t he already 
have that power? That isn’t a new power under this reorganization 
plan, is it? 

Mr. Horr. Well, he already has the power to put them in the same 
building, tell them they should be in the same building. He does 
not have authority to consolidate the functions—he does of some 
agencies, but he doesn’t of others. 

For instance, he could not consolidate the Soil Conservation and the 
PMA because he does not have the authority over the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service that he needs, but he has full authority over the PMA to 
consolidate that with any agency in the Department over which he 
has authority. 

In other words, he could consolidate the PMA with the Agricultural 
Research Administration or Commodity Exchange Authority. * In 
fact, the Commodity Exchange Authority at one time was in the 
PMA, if I recall correctly. 

He could make those changes in any agency over which he has 
authority, and make any consolidations he wanted to, but he could 
not take an agency or a part of an agency over which he has authority 
and consolidate it with one over which he does not have authority. 

Mr. Po.k. I am also wondering what he will do with reference to 
soil-conservation districts, and so on, and it was the thought of the 
Committee on Agriculture when they discussed this several years ago 
that this should be more or less independent. 

[ am wondering what authority we are giving him under this 
reorganization plan which he would need which he does not now 
have over the soil conservation program? 

Mr. Horr. Well, as I understand it, there is certain legislation which 
goes to create certain powers, gives certain powers to the Soil Con- 
servation Service, not specifically to the Secretary. This will transfer 
those powers to the Secretary, and | think he should have them. 

l believe that what the gentleman is thinking of, and what a good 
many of the members of the Committee on Agriculture are thinking 
of is what the Secretary of Agriculture might do with the Soil Con- 
servation Service, whether he would consolidate it with some other 
agency, and certainly that is a proper question to ask the Secretary. 
I can’t answer it, but I think it should be asked of the Secretary when 
he comes before the committee, and I think he should at least lay down 
the general principles he will follow. 
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Mr. Poitkx. Mr. Riehlman, I have some other questions. Since the 
hour is late, | think other questions I have should be directed to Secre- 
tary Benson. 

As Congressman Abernethy said a while ago, I, too, have had many 
communications from the people in the nine agricultural counties in 
southern Ohio that I have the privilege of representing, and they are 
deeply concerned about this sao plan, and I, too, want to 
find out what the Secretary plans to do. 

Most people feel that the De partment of Agriculture has been ren- 
dering a pretty good service ak as you know, the Department of 
Agriculture probably touches intimately the lives of more people than 
any other department of the Government and, natural, the folks 
back home are deeply concerned about this problem, and they don’t 
want to have any of the services that thev are now receiving taken 
away from them, and I think that this problem is probably accentu- 
ated by the fact that there were some press releases a few months ago 
which caused some alarm among farmers. 

I don’t know how authoritative they were, but there were press 
releases in the Ohio papers a few months ago to the effect that the 
Secretary was going to do away with the county committee system, 
which has worked very satisfactorily in our State, and I am sorry 
Mr. Bender is not here because I think he would agree with me that 
about 70 percent of the farmer committeemen in ( Yhio are Republicans, 
but there is no politics in their work. They have done a good job. 
There were notices in the papers to the effect that the farm committees 
were to be abolished and that the program was to be run by Wash- 
ington, and the folks back home don’t like it. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rresuman. Thank you. 

The members of the Agricultural Committee are invited to sit in 
on Monday when Secretary Benson will be with us to answer questions. 

Mr. Founrarn. I have no objection to giving the Secretary of 
Agriculture all of the authority he needs to do the things that ought 
to be done. My objection is when he gets that authority I think 
Congress ought to have the opportunity of approving or disapproving 
any plans he may submit other than, of course, routine administrative 
details. 

That is all. 

Mr. Rrentman. Mr. Hope, before you leave the chair, I want to, 
on behalf of the committee, express our deep appreciation for your 
taking time out to give this valuable information to this committee. 
| know of your interest in this program, and we all have tremendous 
confidence in you as a member of the House and chairman of this 
Agricultural Committee. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hopr. Thank you. I have enjoyed being here. 

Mr. Rientman. Now, we have the distinct honor this morning of 
having in our presence former chairman of the Agricultural Com- 
mittee, Mr. Cooley and I have been informed that he might lend a bit 
to this hearing by giving us some of his views on this plan. 

Mr. Cootny. Mr. Chairman, | appreciate this recognition, but I 
also realize it is now 5 minutes past 12 o'clock, and I wonder if we 
might not defer the opportunity for me to present my views to some 
later date. 
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Mr. RreqiMan. Would you be available at 2 o'clock? 

Mr. Coo.try. I certainly would. 

Mr. Rreniman. All right. 

In view of the fact that it is lunchtime and the House is now in 
session, we will recess until 2 o’clock, in this room. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., a recess was taken to 2 p. m. the same 
day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Rinuitman. The committee will come to order. 

I regret that we do not have more members present here this 
afternoon, due to the fact that many of them are interested in the 
appropriation bill that is now being debated on the floor of the House. 
There is some question in my mind as to the number of men we will 
be able to get over here this afternoon to listen to this testimony. 

We asked the former chairman of the Agriculture Committee, the 
distinguished gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Cooley, to appear 
here at 2 o’clock. It is now 2:20, and certainly we do not want to 
detain him any longer. However, we only have two members present. 

Mr. Cooley, I certainly do not want you to give your testimony 
before just three members of this committee, if you would rather wait 
until more are present. However, if you feel we can digest a portion 
of your testimony and be in a position to use it advantageously when 
the Secretary is before the committee, we will be glad to proceed, but 
we do not have a quorum. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD D. COOLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. CooLtey. Mr. Chairman, first I want to thank vou for request- 
ing me to appear and according me this opportunity to appear. It 
was not my purpose to testify as a witness In opposition to the pro- 
posed plan, but rather to suggest to you as chairman of this important 
committee and to other members of the committee that it might be 
desirable for you to propound certain questions to Mr. Benson con- 
cerning this proposed plan, when he appears here on Monday. When 
he appears before this committee, which has not had the duty of con- 
sidering in committee, legislation pertaining to agriculture, the mem- 
bers of this committee might not ask him the pertinent questions 
which we on the Committee on Agriculture might want to ask him. 

I was glad to hear Mr. Hope, my chairman, say this morning that 
he intends to request Mr. Benson to appear before the House Com- 
mittee on Agriculture after he concludes his appearance here. But 
this, after all, is the place for the record to be made, and this record 
is being written and will be published and available to members before 
the time for voting. 

If | may express my views, which are more or less general, and then 
suggest some specific questions which the Chair or some other member 
of the committee might propound to Mr. Benson, which occur to me 
as pertinent, I will proceed with my statement at this time, knowing 
that after this committee has concluded with Mr. Benson he will be 
before our committee and we can pursue the matter further. 

Mr. RrexuMan. You may rest assured, Mr. Cooley, that this com- 
mittee will be first very appreciative of your statement; and, secondly, 
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we will be pleased to have whatever suggestion you may want to pass 
on to us in regard to specific information that your committee and 
the members of this committee should have in respect to this 
reorganization plan. 

With that unde rstanding I will be happy for you to proceed. 

Mr. Cootry. Mr. Chairman, since my colleague and my chairman, 
Mr. Hope, appeared before this committee to express his opinion on 
this matter, I should like to express my views, My Own opinion, 
rather than attempt to speak for the minority on the Committee on 
Agriculture. I am not any more in a position to speak for the 
minority than Cliff Hope is authorized to speak for the majority. I 
would like to say that you are now meeting in a room where the legis- 
lative committee assembles for the purpose of passing on legislation 
propose vc. 

Mr. Rrestman. May I say to you that we appreciate the oppor- 
tunity of having the use of this room, 

Mr. Coorry. I just want to let you know what a sacred and 
profound environment you are in when you come into this room. Of 
course, we are delighted for you to use it, but the point I want to 
make is that for 18 years I have served on the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and worked side by side with Cliff Hope. He and I have seen just 
about eye to eye on every important proposition which has come 
before the committee in 18 years, both while I was chairman, and siace 
Cliff has been chairman, and while he was chairman during the 
unfortunate period of the 80th Congress. We have consistently tried 
to keep partisan politics out of our deliberations, and I think we have 
a remarkable record in that regard. 

In appearing here I want to say, to begin with, that I am not 
prompted by politics and I am not discussing this important proposi- 
tion from the standpoint of politics. Iam sure that Cliff Hope is not 
motivated by politics in presenting his views. I know of no better 
friend that I have in the world than Cliff Hope is, and I want to say 
for the record that I do not believe that the farmers of America have a 
better friend on earth than Cliff Hope. I am sure all Members of the 
House will agree on that statement—certainly the Members who have 
known him as intimately and as well as we have. 

As to the Assistant Secretaries which the Secretary of Agriculture 
has requested, I want it clearly understood that I am in complete 
accord with that proposal. I am eager for Mr. Benson to have every 
Assistant Secretary that he thinks he needs. I am perfectly willing for 
him to be free in the exercise of the right to hire and fire all of those 
persons who are in policy making positions, and I am perfectly willing 
for him to have all of the necessary functions essential to the proper 
operation of bis office. 

Just being a little bit inconsistent, I want to point ‘out the fact 
that our committee—I was the author of the bill which was reported 
out of our legislative committee in the session 2 years ago—proposed 
to give Mr. Brannan the same assistance that it is now proposed we 
give to Mr. Benson. We went to the floor and earnestly tried to secure 
the passage of that legislation. 

Mr. Rresutman. Might I ask this question at this point: As I recall 
it from my own committee, Mr. Hoffman, I think, introduced legis- 
lation to reorganize the Agriculture Department, and I think Mr. 
Dawson did. I am not sure whether those bills were identically the 
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same and I guess that they got before your committee. Were they 
ever given any hearings, or was any attention ever given to them, Mr. 
Cooley? 

Mr. Cootry. You mean in this or the last session? 

Mr. Rrenuman. The last session. 

Mr. Cootry. I do not recall that we actually conducted any hear- 
ings on reorganization generally, but we did on the one proposition of 
giving the Secretary assistants. 

My colleague, Mr. Poage, reminds me of the fact that the Senate 
had rejected the proposed reorganization plan. Notwithstanding the 
rejection of that plan, our committee reported the bill, giving the 
Secretary these assistants. We went to the floor and my recollection 
is that 2 of the assistants were stricken from the bill and the House 
gave authority for 1 additional Secretary. That bill died in the 
Senate. 

Mr. RrenuMan. I am not too familiar with the provisions of the 
two bills that were introduced by Mr. Hoffman and Mr. Dawson, but 
as I recall it, I believe they followed the Hoover recommendations 
very closely. 

I was just wondering what the attitude might have been at that 
time of the Agriculture Committee in not holding hearings on them, 
and if they had any particular reason why they did not hold hearings. 

Mr. Cootry. There was no purpose in holding hearings at that 
time, Mr. Chairman, because the Senate had rejected the proposal. 

Mr. Rren~man. Was the proposal in the Senate the same as the 
bills that Mr. Dawson and Mr. Hoffman had proposed? 

Mr. Cootry. I am quite certain that is true, and after the Senate 
rejected the plan there was no purpose in holding hearings. Notwith- 
standing that, we were eager for Mr. Brannan to have those assistants. 

I want to say further that I am not any more opposed to givirg 
Mr. Benson the power contemplated by this reorganization plan than 
I would have been opposed to giving it to Mr. Brannan or any of his 
predecessors. 1am not any more unwilling to give it to Mr. Benson 
than I would have been unwilling to give it to Mr. Brannan. 

The thing that impresses me in this proposal is this: It is not 
compatible with either the letter or the spirit of the Reorganization 
Act of 1949. In fact, it is not actually a plan at all. It is an unwar- 
ranted delegation of authority. 

The proposal confers more power than a good man should want, 
and certainly it confers more power than a bad man should have 
Frankly, I do not believe that the Secretary knows why he wants this 
power. Nor do I believe that he knows how he will use the power he 
is asking Congress to confer upon him. 

Such a plan as is now proposed was never contemplated by Congress 
at the time the Reorganization Act became a law. The fact is that 
the Secretary has no plan and apparently does not know why he wants 
the power which the President proposes that Congress should confer 
upon him. 

Congress was requested by the Executive to abdicate its legislative 
function and to turn over to one man the entire authority and power 
to transfer or juggle the duties and functions now being performed 
under direct mandates of Congress. As I say, | do not question or 
impugn the motives of the Secretary of Agriculture, but I certainly 
question the wisdom of this delegation of authority. 
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Even if prompted by the purest motives and by the purest purposes, 
the Secretary could, by the use of this power, complete ‘ly destroy the 
effectiveness of the well-rounded farm program now in operation. I 
am afraid when the Secretary has concluded his statement before this 
committee that not a single man on the committee will be able to tell 
his constituents just what the Secretary of Agriculture intends to do. 

Certainly, if Secretary Benson cannot tell us why he wants this power 
and how he intends to use it, how can we in turn justify the granting 
of this power or explain our acceptance to those we represent? How 
much money will be saved? That is a question asked my colleague, 
Mr. Hope, this morning. I do not believe even the Secretary would 
be foolish enough to hazard a guess, or to make even a wild estimate 
as to the amount of money which might be saved. 

How many people will be fired? “Again I do not believe he can 
give us an idea. 

What functions will be transferred? Again he cannot answer. 

What agencies will be consolidated? Again he will be unable to 
answer. 

What does he intend to do with the Farmers’ Home Adminis- 
tration? Does he intend to transfer the Farmers’ Home Administra- 
tion to the Farm Credit Administration? Does he intend to transfer 
the Rural Electrification Administration to the Farm Credit Admin- 
istration? Does he intend to transfer the functions of the Soil 
Conservation Service to the Extension Service? 

Does he intend to transfer the functions of the Production and 
Marketing Administration, along with the Soil Conservation Service, 
to the Extension Service? 

I emphasize that point, Mr. Chairman, because there has been under 
consideration for quite some time a proposition looking toward the 
consolidation of the functions of those three agencies and the bringing 
together of the Soil Conservation Service, the Production and Market- 
ing Administration, and the Extension Service. 

The Committee on Agriculture, has consistently opposed such a 
merger or consolidation. 

We should like to ask just what consolidations, transfers, and mer- 
gers the Secretary intends to make. Does he want to tell the Admin- 
istrator of the Farmers’ Home Administration what to do and how to 
perform the functions of his office? When Congress by legislation has 
directed the President to appoint an Administrator and the Congress 
by legislation toid the Administrator what to do and how to do it. 
It was a great comfort to those of us who drafted the Farmers’ Home 
Administration law to hear both sides of the argument praising 
Mr. Dillard B. Lasseter for the splendid manner in which he has 
directed the affairs of the Farmers’ Home Administration. 

Next, does the Secretary want to direct and control the Adminis- 
trator of the Rural Electrification Administration? He talks about 
grassroots and bringing the Administration nearer to the local level. 
How does he propose to decentralize further the functions of the 
Production and Marketing Administration? If he does propose to 
decentralize the functions that are now being performed by the 
Production and Marketing Administration, certainly you have a right 
to know so that you can tell your constituents just how he intends to 
improve the service that is now being rendered. 
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It is strange, Mr. Chairman, that just before the last agricultural 
appropriation act was passed and considered in the House I called a 
meeting of the Agriculture Committee. We had present Mr. Brannan, 
then the Secretary of Agriculture. We had the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget and we had the personnel director of the Agriculture 
Department, and we had charts as to the overall organization. We 
went through every agency with a fine-tooth comb to point out to 
the Secretary how he might further achieve economies and how he 
might, by consolidations and mergers, make the agency which he was 
directing more efficient. 

When we had concluded those lengthy hearings and it had developed 
in the course of those hearings that the Agriculture budget was far 
below what it had been in former vears, | think more than 30 percent 
less was appropriated last year for Agriculture than had been appro- 
priated 12 years ago, and they were employing 38 percent less people 
than they were employing 12 years ago, and 50 percent less part-time 
employees—when the Secretary told us what he had done and had 
‘oncluded his statement I turned to the Republicans on my committe 
and said, “Now, gentlemen, do any of you have any suggestions you 
can make to Secretary Brannan and his associates as to how he can 
improve his Department?” As I sit here as a witness today, I recall 
that not a single suggestion was made. The Agriculture bill came 
to the floor of the House and passed in far better shape than that of 
any other department. 

Yesterday we witnessed what happened on the floor of the House. 
The Agriculture bill fared better than any other bill that has been 
proposed. Actually, Congress itself gave the Secretary of Agriculture 
$55 million more than he asked for in one instance. That shows 
Congress has confidence in the program; it shows Congress has con- 
fidence in Mr. Benson. ‘The fact is that the Department of Agricul- 
ture, in my opinion, is one of the best-operated agencies in the 
Government. I know that if it could be criticized, certainly those of 
the Republican Party who are interested in the welfare of agriculture 
would criticize it. If it could be criticized it would be criticized by 
Mr. Benson. If things were not going well, why does he not tell us 
wherein the defects are? He has not criticized a single function of a 
single person to my knowledge. 

While Congress praises the administrators, he is in absolute silence. 
It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that if we are to consider a proposed 
reorganization plan we should know more about it and what it con- 
templates. I appreciate the fact that it is difficult for Congress to 
reorganize the executive branch of the Government or any part of it, 
because when you start to do something to one agency you have an 
avalanche of telegrams, letters, and communications, poatng out 
that this agency is the most important agency in the Government, 
and that you dare not touch it. That is the reason why we had the 
reorganization plan, so that the administration could lay out an overall 
reorganization and we could take a look at it. 

Maybe we were not willing to embrace all of it, but on the overall 
picture it would appear to be proper for the A a to be 
effected. Congress, knowing that we would never be able to do it in 
the legislative branch, would be willing to confer that authority. But 
here is a transfer of power which | think Congress should be slow to 








44 


REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 





approve. Whether the power will be used well remains to be seen. 
Whether it will be abused likewise remains to be seen. With the 
power contemplated by this reorganization bill the Secretary of Agri- 
culture could unwittingly do something that would adversely affect 
the welfare of agriculture and impair the effectiveness of the program 
and be to the disadvantage of the American people. 

1 am devoted to the program that we now have. I also know, 
Mr. Chairman, that because of many of the pronouncements of the 
Secretary of Agriculture the farmers of this country have been 
frightened. They are today more afraid than they have been in 
many, many days. If you pass this bill while the farmers are fright- 
ened every employee of the De partment of Agriculture, down to the 
lowest level, will have the jumping jitters because of the insec urity 
which confronts him in the tenure of his office. All of them will be 
afraid that they might be fired, or transferred, or merged, or they 
may become very unimportant. 

I would like to conclude by saying that I think this committee should 
challenge Mr. Benson to speak frankly and forthrightly, and to tell 
this committee just what he intends to do. First, just why he wants 
the power. Why would any man want power unless he knew what 
to do with the power? 

I think we should challenge Mr. Benson when he comes before our 
committee to point out a single agency the functions of which he wants 
to transfer. 

I would like for some of you gentlemen to ask him to name the 
agencies the vital functions of which he wants to transfer to some other 
agency. I venture the assertion that he will not do it. 

We challenge him again to criticize a single agency that is now in 
operation. If he cannot criticize a single agency, or a single person, 
that is pretty good proof that the agency is operating well. 

Going back again to the proposition, as a Member of Congress, I 
want to know, you want to know, and we both have a right to know, 
why is this thing necessary? What is going to be accomplished? I 
do not mean the exact number of dollars to be saved. I do not mean 
the exact saving in personnel. However, I do mean wherein is the 
present system defective? How cam the present system be improved? 

I think we all want to view this thing realistically. I do not pre- 
tend, Mr. Chairman, to be the best friend that the farmer has, and 
certainly I do not pretend to be the only friend that the farmer has. I 
do not contend that all of the farmers’ friends are on the Democratic 
side, nor do I contend that we are only champions of the cause of agri- 
culture. I know there are Republicans in the House and on this com- 
mittee that are just as devoted to the cause of agriculture as I could 
possibly be. 

I am intensely interested in the welfare of agriculture and if we 
grant this power and find out too late that we have made a mistake, 
we are the ones who will be held to account. 

If this Department of Agriculture needs reorganizing, and if it is 
bad, and if it is not operating in the welfare of the farmer and the 

eople, why has not some Member of Congress come before the legis- 
ative committee and proposed not an overall reorganization, but even 
a mere transfer of functions; even one transfer of functions from one 
agency to the other? I believe it is the duty of the Secretary of Agri- 
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culture and the administration in power to spell out in clear, unam- 
biguous language, just what it is proposed to do. It should be spelled 
out in language that farmers with meager learning may understand 
the meaning. Just to say that we are going to grant the power be- 
cause it has been requested does not ne essarily justify our conduct. 

This concludes my statement. If the Secretary wants to do 
specific things—if he says what he wants to do—I am inclined to 
believe Congress might go along with him and authorize him to do 
it. I would certainly go into it with an open mind and reserve my 
judgment until I had heard all of the arguments. When he tells us 
he wants to do something and we ask him, “What do you want to do, 
Mr. Secretary?” and he cannot tell us, then I do not think we should 
pay too much attention to the proposed change which he has suggested. 

1 thank you very mucy, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rrexuman. Mr. Cooley, in the conclusion of your statement, 
in the summation you say that if you have the information as to 
what the Secretary intends to do with this new authority that would 
be granted to him, you would be more or less inclined to feel it might 
be possible to grant it to him and you might be willing to go along 
with it. 

Let me ask you this: I do not know how closely you followed the 
other reorganization plans, but I think there were 6 in the last 2 
years that went into effect that delegated to the different heads of 
the departments exactly the same authority we are giving to the 
Secretary of Agriculture. None of them were able to spell out in 
detail exactly what they were going to do. 

Mr. Cooury. Mr. Chairman, if IL may say so, I do not want to 
try to compare this bill with other bills because 1 do not believe you 
can compare the Department of Agriculture with any other depart- 
ment of the Government. 

Mr. Rieximan. I am not trying to compare the two bills, but I 
am trying to say something about giving the Secretary authority to do 
what he thinks necessary within his own Department. 

Mr. Coo.try. I know, but I say I doubt if you will find—although 
I am not a student of governmental structure—in any of the other 
departments so many separate and distinct agencies set up by the 
Congress and given a definite identity as you will find in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. For instance, you have the Farmers’ Home 
Administration engaged in making loans to low-income farmers. 
they are high risk and soft credit loans. Our committee would never 
consider consolidating that with the Farm Credit Administration, 
where they are making bank loans. And another thing is that you 
have the Soil Conservation Service, the Production and Marketing 
Administration and the Extension Service, and we could go on here 
for hours enumerating the separate and distinct agencies in this De- 
partment. I do not believe you would find it in Commerce, or the 
State Department, or any other department, like you do in Agric vul- 
ture. 

Mr. Riestman. I do not suppose you do have so many different 
functions operating, but at the same time is it not true that if we are 
going to place the responsibility to bring about efficiency and, we hope, 
some economy in the Government, that we have got to streamline 
those different departments that give someone authority to do it? 
We have been pretty slow in the legislative process in carrying that 
out. 
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Mr. Coo.tey. That may be perfectly true, but if the man is going to 
streamline it, it is all well and good, but let him give us an idea of what 
he is going to do. I have not read all that has been said by Mr. 
Benson, but I have read enough that has been said by him to know 
that he has not given Congress any definite information regarding 
his intentions. I honestly believe that if he came out with a well- 
considered plan that Congress would be inclined to say, “Yes, Mr. 
Benson, you have this responsibility, and we will give you this 
authority.” 

I would be willing to go a long way to fortify him to do the great job 
l expect him todo. But to say, ‘“‘Here is a pistol; go shoot somebody,” 
is something else again. I want to know whom he is going to shoot 
before I give him the pistol. 

Mr. Riewuman. Mr. Meader, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Meaper. Yes. I was going to develop this a little later, but 
it will come in sequence if | bring it up after the statement Mr. 
Cooley just made. Those who ask that the Secretary come out with 
the details of his program have a point. The Congress and the 
country are entitled to know. However, I think this committee is 
entitled to know also whom they are aftaid he is going to shoot. 

Mr. Cootey. I have no idea whom he is going to shoot. I actually 
do not. I will tell you what I am a little apprehensive about and I 
will be frank about it. 1 think it would be very unfortunate if in the 
use of this power he would attempt to consolidate the Production and 
Marketing Administration, the Soil Conservation Service, and the 
Extension Service. I know there are a lot of us who do not understand 
this thing as well as we think we do, who might think that this is a 
good thing to do, but I think Cliff Hope will agree with me and all of 
the Republicans will agree with me, that this should not be done. 
Yet, the reorganization plan will give him the power to do it. 

Mr. Meraper. Has there been some statement made, or some indi- 
cation, either public or nonpublic, that that is in the Secretary’s 
mind? 

Mr. Coo.ry. It is probably just an apprehension on the part of 
those of us who are a little bit sensitive about that proposed consolida- 
tion. 

Mr. Meaper. Outside of that possibility of consolidating all three 
of those agencies, or any of them, in part or in whole; do you have any 
other areas of apprehension? 

Mr. Cootey. Well, we do in connection with credit. You see, we 
have definitely separated soft credit from hard credit, as we call it. 
This Farmers’ Home Administration, the administrative fund of which 
was under attack yesterday, is what we call a soft-credit agency. It 
deals with the low-income farmers, that is, farmers who cannot 
possibly obtain adequate credit elsewhere. They require a high 
degree of supervision and that accounts for the high administrative 
costs involved. But the record of that agency has been so wonderful 
that I think it has amazed even those who were dubious about it in the 
initial stages. 

If he brings that agency under the FCA, that is, under the Farm 
Credit Administration, | think that would be contrary to the wishes of 
Congress. 

If Mr. Benson would tell us he is not going to do a few things, that 
is, these big things we are apprehensive about, it might strengthen his 
position and might even strengthen his efforts to get this plan approved. 
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Mr. Meaper. It is one of my hopes that by identifying these fears 
or misgivings about this plan, the Secretary might, when he appea 
clarify the atmosphere. If there are any more that you have not 
mentioned I would like to have them. 

Mr. Coo.ry. As I say, I am hoping that when you have him here 
Monday you will clarify the very muddled situation that we find 
ourselves in. If I were to vote against Mr. Fountain’s resolution, 
my constituents would say, ‘“Why did you vote against that resolution 
which you knew was going to result in giving the Secretary this 
power?” Really I would have a difficult time in explaining why | 
voted against his resolution and why I was willing to confer this power. 

If the Secretary could come here and assure me that he is not going 
to disturb adversely the framework of the Department of Agriculture, 
I could say that I did it because | had the assurance of the man who 
was head of the Department that he did not intend to do this and that, 
but only intended to do thus and so. As it is now, though, I do not 
think any of us can give a reasonable and rational explanation of what 
the situation actually is. 

Mr. Meaper. Mr. Cooley, I meant to say first, before asking any 
questions, that I do not pose as an expert on agricultural matters, and 
that is why I think it is very useful for the committee to have you 
before it. I have listened to you on the floor and have been impressed 
by your presentation and your grasp and knowledge of agricultural 
affairs generally. I do not think | would be competent to discuss the 
merits or demerits of the combinations you identified as being some 
of your apprehensions. However, I am concerned about your state- 
ment and the statement of Senator Russell, and the statement of the 
author of this resolution, Representative Fountain, that Congress is 
abdicating its authority in approving this plan, and that this plan is 
in violation of the spirit and intent of the Reorganization Act. 

First, I would like to see if we can arrive at an agreement on some 
general principles as announced by the Hoover Commission. I want 
to quote from their report on the general management of the executive 
branch and see whether or not there is any disagreement about these 
propositions as general propositions. It says: 

The President, and under him his chief lieutenants, the department heads, 
must be held responsible and accountable to the people and the Congress for the 
conduct of the executive branch. Responsibility and accountability are im- 
possible without authority—the power to direct The exercise of authority is 


impossible without a clear line of command from the top to the bottom and a 
return line of responsibility and accountability from the bottom to the top. 


Then, again, somewhat along the same line: 


Under the President the heads of departments must hold full responsibility 
for the conduct of their departments. There must be a clear line of authority 
reaching down through every step of the organization and no subordinate should 
have authority independent from that of his superior. Each department head 
should receive from the Congress administrative authority to organize his 
department and to place him in control of its administration. 


Then again: 


We recommend that the department head should be given authority to deter- 
mine the organization within his department. 


Then again: 


We have urged in our first report that the foundation of good departmental 
administration is that the Secretary shall have authority from the Congress to 
organize and control his organization, and that separate authorities to subordi- 
nates be eliminated. 








48 


REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 


With those general pronouncements of the Hoover Commission do 
you find yourself in substantial disagreement? 

Mr. Cootey. No, sir. Not in substantial disagreement. I think 
that the Hoover Commission report and that —_ of it is probably 
all right, except I do have this fault to find: Congress itself created 
certain agencies and gave the agencies ce sa functions to perform. 
We now can call the heads of the agencies into the legislative com- 
mittee room or before the Appropriations Committee, or any other 
appropriate committee, and hold them directly responsible. If any- 
thing went wrong with the FHA we do not even have to disturb the 
Secretary. We call in Mr. Lasseter, the head of it, and put him on the 
spot, and we know what is wrong. If anything goes wrong with the 
REA we can call the Administrator in this room and put him on the 
spot. 

Congress deliberately fixed it that way. 

The proposition here is to disturb that relationship between the 
agency head and the Members of Congress and to give it to the 
Secretary. That I think is a great departure from what Congress 
has intended. 

Let me say one further thing. We have had it proposed to us 
that we have an overall nonpartisan board to direct the affairs of 
certain agencies. For instance, the Farm Credit Administration is 
now considering the creation of a nonpartisan advisory board. But 
we have been careful not to insulate the Secretary, or the Adminis- 
trator, by providing a nonpartisan board. It was proposed, or a 
great effort was made at the time we had the Farmers’ Home Adminis- 
tration up for consideration, to create a board to direct the affairs of 
that agency. We said, ‘No. We want that Director to be respon- 
sible to us.””’ There is a direct chain from Congress to the Adminis- 
trator right straight down the line to every county office, and I think 
it has worked well and I do not want to disturb it. 

Mr. Meaper. I gather from your statement, using the example 
as you did of Mr. Lasseter, that you would want him to be com- 
pletely in control of his subordinates within his agency, but that with 
respect to the Secretary of Agriculture you want him to be completely 
autonomous and deal directly with Congress and not have to go 
through the channels of the Secretary of the Department. 

Mr. Cootey. It is an agency in the Department of Agriculture. 
The Secretary can certainly hold him accountable, and the Members 
of Congress can likewise hold him accountable, but there is no buffer 
between us, and no board there to insulate us. We may go directly to 
him. If that is what is contemplated by this act, that the Secretary 
will take over the Rural Electrification Administration, and run it, 
and transfer its functions to the Farm Credit Administration, and put 
it under this board they are talking about, then we ought to know 
about it. 

Mr. Meaper. Let me get at the problem in a little different way. 
In your experience with agricultural matters, have you noticed any 
tendency on the part of these semiautonomous agencies to grow and 
expand not only in size and in function, but in complete freedom from 
the nominal head of the Department? 

Mr. Coo.ey. No, sir. I think there is always a tendency for 
bureaucracy to grow and to spread, but that is constantly watched 
by the committees of Congress. 
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Mr. Meaper. [ think we could agree that in the Defense Depart- 
ment one of the difficulties has been empire building and efforts at 
autonomy. For example, in the bureaus of the Navy you have more 
or less complete freedom from outside control. 

I wonder if you do not regard that as a danger in any administrative 
setup? 

Mr. Cootey. Yes. It would certainly be a danger if it were going 
to be out from under the scrutiny of Congress. If I could give you one 
little example of what you have in mind: By Executive order the 
Farm Security Administration was created years ago. It was one of 
these hizh-sounding eleemosynary institutions going out to help every- 
body from the cradle to the grave. By Executive order, plus powers 
contained in appropriations, that agency stayed out of this committee 
room for 7 long years and went out on all sorts of wild schemes, even 
embracing communal farming along the Russian type. That agency 
got into trouble and finally was abolished just on account of what you 
suggested. They got away from Congress, and when we got them 
back on the mat we investigated them, and discussed what had 
happened, and immediately abolished that agency. 

I do not want to take any power away from the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. I do not want to withhold from him any power that he 
should have, but I certainly want to know when he asks for power 
what he intends to do with it. That is all we want to know. Then 
we can intelligently vote on this proposition. 

Mr. Mraper. The plan in vesting in the Secretary of Agriculture 
the functions assigned to and within the Department of Agriculture 
seems to me to be somewhat in line with the general proposition that I 
have just quoted from the statements of the Hoover Commission’s 
report. Would you agree with that? 

Mr. Coouey. If we know what he needs to do, you are right. I do 
not know that I would take all of the Hoover Commission report, 
Mr. Ray Blake, I think, was on the task force. He has formally 
opposed this reorganization or, rather, this granting of the plenary 
power to the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. R. E. Short in the Department of Agriculture I think heretofore 
has opposed a similar proposition. Mr. John West has opposed i 
He is in the Department of Agriculture now. 

As Mr. Poage suggested to me, if the proposal is sound there is no 
reason in the world why the Secretary should hesitate to let it be 
known. When I say he does not know what he wants, I am not 
making wildcat statements about it. He was asked by the Appro- 
priations Committee about his intentions, Mr. Carl Andersen, I 
believe it was, was asked some questions, and here is Mr. Benson’s 
answer: 

I can say as to your last question, Mr. Chairman, that I do not have in mind 


any plans which will consolidate any agency at the present time. We have not 
pursued our studies far enough to reach any conclusions on that. 


There is a statement from the Secretary that he does not have 
any plans in mind. Yet he asks for the power. It seems to me if 
this resolution of Mr. Fountain is adopted, and we deny him now the 
right to reorganize, that does not mean he cannot come back next 
week with a well laid out plan which we might gladly approve. 

Mr. Meaper. I might say that I share your concern over the 
growing concentration ‘of power in the executive branch of the Govern- 
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ment. I would certainly fight just as hard as you would, I believe, to 
restore to Congress the power and authority that it has lost in the past 
two decades. But it strikes me when the ¢ harge is made that this plan 
is in violation of the spirit, the intent and the letter of the Reorganiza- 
tion Act, that certainly with regard to the establishme a of clear lines 
of administrative authority, and the resulting efficiency in the admin- 
istration of the Department, it is precisely in line w ith the intent and 
purpose of the Reorganization Act. 

Mr. Coo.ey. In answer to that, I think a reading and a rereading 
of the Reorganization Act would probably persuade you otherwise, 
because Mr. Fountain read the pertinent parts of that act this morning, 
and I would just like to repeat the concluding sentence. 

He 
speaking of the President 
shall prepare a reorganization plan for the making of the reorganizations as to 
which he has made findings and which he includes in the plan 

I can challenge anybody to point out to me one proposed change 
that he intends to make. That is what we want to know. Also, 
where are the findings? The law says that he shall make findings. 
There are no findings. The President simply transmits what he calls 
a plan. But I would like actually to see this submitted to the Solicitor 
in the Department of Agriculture. 

Here is the reorganization law: We can ask him, ‘Are you of the 
opinion that this proposed plan complies with the letter of the law? 
The Secretary of Agriculture appointed the Solicitor of Agriculture 
and, I assume, he is a man of legal training. I, for one, as a lawyer, 
cannot see how there could ever be a suggestion that there has even 
been a slight compliance with the act. 

Mr. Meaper. After all, are we not talking about matters of degree 
and how much detail must the plan contain? I certainly would not 
controvert the proposition that the plan and the statement accompany- 
ing the plan are couched in general terms. The question is, How far 
need we go in detail to meet what you regard as the proper interpreta- 
tion of the Reorganization Act? 

Mr. Coo.iny. The law itself spells it out explicitly and enumerates 
it step by step. There bas been no effort to comply with a single 
provision of the details of sections which were read this morning by 
Mr. Fountain: 

The President shall examine and from time to time reexamine the organization 
of all agencies of the Government and shall determine what changes— 
what changes 


therein are necessary to accomplish the following purposes 


Mr. Benson admits he has not determined changes to be made, and 
the President has not determined. It says, ‘“‘determine what 
changes.” 

1 will ask you: Can you tell me a single change he has determined 
should be made? I ask myself the same question and I get the 
answer, ‘‘ No.” 

If you will read title I and then go down to the reorganization plan 
in detail 








REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 51 


Mr. Meaper. My answer would be in section 1 of the plan: 


there are hereby transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions not now 
vested in him of all other officers, and of all agencies and employees, of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture 

with certain exceptions. That is a change, and it is a change in the 
line of carrying out the recommendations of the Hoover Commission 
of tightening up the lines of authority so that the head of the agency 
has, in fact, the direct control over his subordinates. 

That isachange. I admit it is a general change and if you ask him 
specifically what he is going to do every day in carrying out his respon- 
sibilities as the Secretary of Agriculture, then, it seems to me, you are 
invading the field of administrative rather than policymaking matters. 

The question, as I say, is one of degree, and this is admittedly a 
general proposition. But its aim is to give control over the Depart- 
ment to the head of the Department, to whom the Congress and the 
people look for the administration of the Department. 

Mr. Cootey. Let me suggest that the Congress never adopted the 
Hoover report. The Congress adopted this reorganization law in 1949 
The law does not deal merely with the transfer of great powers and 
functions. It deals with agencies and with certain determinations 
which the law requires the Executive to find, such as certain facts 
It is like a judge rendering a judgment without a finding of fact. He 
has not made any findings or made any determinations, and it seems to 
me it would take only a few minutes to read the pertinent sections and 
it would be plain to see that this is not a compliance. 

Mr. McDonovuenu. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mraper. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. McDonouen. Mr. Cooley, in the President’s message to 
Congress, and you probably have a copy of it there, on this plan he 
states near the end of the message: 

After investigation I have found and hereby declare that each reorganization 
included in Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 is necessary to accomplish one or 
more of the purposes set forth in seetion 2 (a) of the Reorganization Act of 1949, 
as amended. 

Mr. Cootey. Where are you reading from? 

Mr. McDonovuau. | am reading the President’s message of March 


or 


25. 

Mr. Cooury. | have that, but where in the message? 

Mr. McDonovuau. On Reorganization Plan No. 2. It is the third 
paragraph from the end. 

Mr. Cooury. I see it. 

Mr. McDonovucu. He declares there that after investigation he 
has found contrary to your belief 

Mr. Coouey. He says: 

I have found and hereby declare that it is necessary to inelude in the accom 
panying reorganization plan, by reason of reorganizations made thereby 
What are the reorganizations made thereby? 

Mr. McDonovenu. Wait a minute. I am not reading the same 
sentence. He says: 
is necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes set forth in section 2 (a 


of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended 


That is the end of the paragraph. 
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Mr. Cootey. I see. 


After investigation I have found and hereby declare that each reorganization 
included in 

Mr. McDonovuan. Included in Reorganization Plan No. 2. 

Mr. Coo.ry. Just name me one reorganization named in the plan. 
Secretarv Benson says there isn’t any. 

Mr. McDonovanu. Who says it? 

Mr. Coo.ey. Secretary Benson says he has no plan. 

Mr. McDonoveau. As far as reorganization is concerned, he is 
certainly authorizing the consolidation of certain functions of the 
Department that are not now consolidated. That is certainly a 
reorganization, is it not? 

Mr. Cooury. No. 

Mr. McDonouau. I mean, get down to the point of what reor- 
ganization means. 

Mr. Cootey. No. This just gives him the power to reorganize. 
That is what they are doing. 

Mr. McDonovuen. That is right. 

Mr. Coo.ry. It proposes to give him the power to reorganize 
without first telling us what his plans are. 

Mr. McDonovuau. You mean the Secretary of Agriculture as to 
how he is going to reorganize? 

Mr. Coo.ry. Yes. 

Mr. McDonoven. Of course, we discussed that frequently this 
morning, and undoubtedly that will come out when he comes to the 
committee to explain that. 

Mr. Cooiry. That is my position. If this committee will do what 
you have indicated, you will be rendering a real service to me and 
every other Member of Congress, and every other man interested in 
the welfare of agriculture. 

Mr. McDonoveu. Is the Secretary to come before the committee? 

Mr. Rrenitman. Yes. Next Monday morning at 10 o’clock. 

Mr. McDonoven. Do you yield, Mr. Meader? 

Mr. Meaper. I would be glad to. 

Mr. McDonoveu. Further to review your discussion with Mr. 
Meader a moment ago, you referred to the FHA head who is head of 
an independent agency, and responsible to the Congress and subject to 
all at any time the committee wants to call him in. 

Under this plan you think if he is made responsible to the Secretary 
of Agriculture that he would not be subject to the same demand on the 
part of a committee of Congress? You certainly do not believe that, 
do you? 

Mr. Cooutry. Here is what I mean. Suppose he transfers Farmers’ 
Home Administration to the Farm Credit Administration, which is 
now headed by a Governor, and we are now considering the advis- 
ability of putting in an advisory board? Suppose he switched the 
Farmers’ Home Administration to the Farm Credit Administration? 
Of course we could call the Administrator in but if we did he would 
say, “I am not responsible, Mr. Chairman. I take orders from the 
Governor.”” When we call the Governor in he would say, ‘“‘No, I did 
not give the order. He made the decision on his own.” 

As it is now there is no shifting of responsibility. That Adminis- 
trator has to stand or fall on what happened. If the Secretary is 
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going to bring them in, and bring the Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration and Farmers’ Home Administration all under Farm Credit 
Administration, I do not want it done; but he has not told us that is 
what he will do, and I do not know whether or not he will. 

Mr. McDonovau. You mean you do not want it done because you 
cannot get at the facts in all these organizations as quickly as you 
could otherwise? 

Mr. Coo.tey. No. ‘There is more reason than that. 

Mr. McDonoveu. Even if he did, then the responsibility would 
rest with the Secretary, would it not, if he did that? 

Mr. Coo.ey. The Governor of the Farm Credit Administration 
would be the one if he were vested with the power. But even if it is 
desirable I still want to know whether it is going to be done or not. 

Mr. McDonoveu. Of course, we will find that out when we call 
him in. I doubt very much, with these Department heads being 
responsible to the Secretary of Agriculture that they would be less 
available or less responsible to the Congress or to any committee of 
Congress than they are now. 

Mr. Coo.tey. I do not know that they would be less responsible 
but suppose you take those two agencies and bring them together? 
I will say now the Republicans on my committee are just as eager to 
keep soft credit away from hard credit as I am. 

Mr. McDonovenu. I understand what you mean by that. 

Mr. Cooury. If you put that in there and let the Farm Credit 
officers and board of directors, and what not, run it, it will ruin it 
in my opinion. In just the same way I think the Soil Conservation 
Service’s efficiency would be impaired if you consolidated it with the 
Extension Service. 

Mr. McDonovuan. I do not want to see any reorganization act 
passed that will give the Secretary of Agriculture the power to perform 
functions that were not the intention of Congress when the original 
act of that Department was passed. 

Mr. Cooury. The chairman, or Mr. Meader, asked me what 
caused me to be apprehensive about the possible merger of these 
agencies dealing with the soil, like the Extension Service and Produc- 
tion and Marketing Administration and the Soil Conservation Service. 
I told you that probably it was just an apprehension on our part, 
but actually there has been some agitation for that. 

I think one of the big farm organizations favors it; and that farm 
organization is pretty close to the Department of Agriculture at the 
moment; and that organization might persuade the Secretary of 
Agriculture to do that. I do not think it should be done, and if it is 
going to be done I would like to know it. 

Mr. Meaper. I have just one more question. Mr. Cooley, I was 
struck by your statement that if this reorganization plan becomes 
effective all of the employees of the Department of Agriculture would 
tremble with fear because of what might happen, or something to 
that effect. I am not sure I am quoting you exactly. 

Mr. Cooury. You have the substance of it right. 

Mr. Meaper. I happen to be of the philosophy that the boss has 
control over his subordinates, and that there ought not to be too 
much independence in those who are supposed to be taking orders. 
Your statement made me wonder if you have a different view about 
it than I have. 
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Mr. Cootny. No. I have thought this even during Democratic 
administrations, when Government employees were so afraid that 
they were not capable of performing their duties efficiently. They 
were in fear and trembling that tomorrow morning they would not 
have a job. I can point out the agencies and name them. It was 
the Farm Security Administration. 

Even the telephone operator was in fear she might not have a job, 
and everybody in that building was subservient to the man at the 
top. That was back in the days when you might speak of their 
political patronage. They would fire them just like that. 

I do not think it is good. I think when you have a civil service that 
gives some degree of security, and when they do not think they are 
going to be kicked out of their jobs for political purposes, they can do 
better work. Iam not saying these departments are not loaded down 
with Democrats. There has been great eftort to put them in there, 
and I do not blame the Repub licans for taking over jobs where they 
can take over. I do not mean to say that Mr. Benson would send the 
hatchetman around to wield the hatchet in ruthless fashion, but I do 
say if you give him the power it is calculated to frighten the employees 
to the point where they will not know whether they are secure or not. 

Mr. Mrapver. Let us say there is a happy medium; that there 
should be a certain amount of concern on the part of the employee 
about his tenure in his position to spur him on to the best performance 
of his job; and on the other hand, there should be some protection 
against whimsical abuse on the part of the head of the agency. But it 
seems to me that the protections we have thrown around the em- 
ployees in the Federal civil service are such that perhaps a little 
movement in the direction of greater control on the part of the top 
administrator would be a desirable thing. 

Mr. Cootry. I would not argue that with you. I can tell you how 
I feel about it. I had a meeting of the postmasters in my district 
and I admonished all of them that they had better cross every ‘‘t’’ and 
dot every “i” in the functioning of their office because I knew they 
would be carefully investigated and checked on regularly. I think 
that will tend to spur them on to better efforts. 

Mr. McDonovau. Isn’t that what keeps the Congressmen alert? 

Mr. Coo.tey. Surely. It is the same thing. There is nothing I 
despise worse than an arrogant employee. I have told my appointees 
at every opportunity I ever had that if they did only the things the 
law required them to do that they were not fit to hold their jobs. 
Because, if a Congressman just did what he was supposed to do he 
would stay on the floor of the House and in the committee room and 
not look after a thousand and one things he is called on to do all over 
the place, and which he is glad to do. I think any postmaster who 
fails to be accommodating and lets himself become arrogant is sooner 
or later going out. 

I voted once to impeach a judge not because I was convinced he 
was dishonest, but because I thought he was arrogant. 

Mr. McDonovuen. That is all. 

Mr. Meaper. That is all. 

Mr. Rrexsuman. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Connon. I have a few questions. 

Mr. Rreauman. Mr. Condon. 
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Mr. Connon. I am disturbed a little bit about this plan, Mr. 
Cooley. It is one thing to set up the line of command as Mr. Meader 
was quoting from the Hoover report, and to add a couple of assistant 
secretaries. I do not think there would be any objection to that. 
But section 4 (b) of the plan says in effect that where there is going to 
be major assignment of functions, the Secretary of Agric ‘ulture, 
whenever practicable—whatever that means—shall hold some public 
hearings upon notice and allow interested groups to appear and be 
heard. Presumably persons who felt that the change of functions 
from the Forest Service to the Soil Conservation Service would be 
wrong, could come before that hearing and make their position known, 
but they would not have any veto power. In other words, it is a 
hearing, but the Secretary can pay no attention to it whatever, or as 
to what was developed in that hearing. 

It seems to me the theory of the reorganization plan was to have 
that hearing before Congress so that if we felt it was an unwise change 
of function then we could, by raising a sufficient number of votes, 
veto the change in function. 

Instead of having a hearing before Congress we are having what is, 
in effect, a moot court with no possibility of any final action being 
taken to change the plan. 

That, I think, is the major inconsistency in this plan and the theory 
as set forth in the reorganization plan itself. 

Mr. Coo.ry. I think you are exacily right. If you knew he did 
not intend to make that change then you could have an official hearing 
with some force. But if you give him the power to make the change 
and then he makes it, you cannot undo it except by an act of Congress 
signed by the President. 

Mr. Conpon. That is what occurred to me would be quite inconsist- 
ent with the theory of the Reorganization Act; that they contemplate 
holding hearings, and if they are going to make some major changes 
in assignment, then the hearings are futile, because the major changes 
in assignment, even if Congress thought they were wrong, could 
not be vetoed, because it would be a hearing by the Secretary himself 
on a course of action on which he had made his mind up at the time 
he announced the hearing. 

Mr. Coo.ry. That is right, and it would be almost impossible to 
change it because it would take a veto. 

Mr. Connon. It seems to me if they would set forth in this plan 
that on every major change they will present a new plan to Congress 
under the Reorganization Act, then that objection would be removed. 

Mr. Cooxry. Yes. I agree with that. And if in this proposed 
plan there were certain definite changes to be made you could 
evaluate them more intelligently than you can now. 

Mr. Connon. Here is another thing. Obviously we are not dealing 
in personalities here with Secretary Benson or anyone else because 
this will be effective for future Secretaries of Agriculture, even after 
Mr. Benson leaves the service. So it seems to me this is quite a 
possible thing that could happen. 

Congress could set up a function in a certain department of the 
Department of Agriculure and those people would administer it in 
a certain way. If a Secretary of Agriculture came along who was 
out of sympathy with that program that Congress established, he 
could change the administration over to some other portion of the 
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Department of Agriculture, that would not administer it to the same 
extent as the other department had. 

Could that be possible? 

Mr. Coouey. Absolutely. 

Mr. Conpon. So, apparently by continuing functions and shifting 
them from one responsible agency to another you are in effect 
making possible real substantive changes in the program because of 
the different types of administration that could be given. 

Mr. Cootry. You are exactly right. And even if Congress hereafter 
created an independent agency in the Department, the Secretary the 
next day could transfer those functions to some other agency. 

Mr. Connon. Thank you. I should have prefaced my remarks 
with the statement that although I have quite a bit of agriculture 
in my district I probably know less about the organization of the De- 
partment of Agriculture than any other man on this committee. 

Mr. Rresuman. Any other questions, Mr. Condon? 

Mr. Conpon. No, sir. 

Mr. Rrentman. Thank you very much, Mr. Cooley. 

Mr. Cootsy. Thank you so much for your patience, Mr.Chairman, 
and for permitting me to present my views. I hope and I am sure that 
the committee will give serious consideration to the matter and see 
just what a dilemma we are placed in because of our lack of knowledge 
as to the details of the proposal. 

Mr. Rrentman. Members of the committee, we have some impor- 
tant people to testify, and we also have Secretary Benson coming here 
Monday. The hour is a little bit late, and I am not satisfied to have 
these other important gentlemen testify before such a small group of 
our committee members. 

It is mainly due to the fact that we have this appropriation bill on 
the floor of the House. I am inclined to postpone these hearings until 
Monday morning at 10 o’clock. It is my understanding we can have 
the use of this room at that time. 

1 think there is an understanding that we could have this room at 
that time and we will extend again to the members of the Agriculture 
Committee an invitation to be here when Mr. Benson comes to testify. 
Then I would like, if possible, to have the other 3 or 4 gentlemen who 
have already requested to be heard to come back on Monday morning. 
I am sorry we cannot hear you this afternoon, but I do not feel that we 
are giving proper attention and consideration to your remarks with so 
few members of the committee available to hear them this afternoon. 

So, with the permission of the other members we will stand ad- 
journed until 10 o’clock Monday morning, May 25, in this room. 
Before closing, Mr. Fountain will be given permission, without objec- 
tion, to include certain statements in the record. 

Mr. Fountarn. I would like to invite to the attention of members of 
this Committee, the testimony of a number of witnesses who appeared 
before the Senate Subcommittee on Reorganization of the Committee 
on Government Operations of the United States Senate, 83d Congress, 
Ist session, on Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, Department of 
Agriculture, and Senate Resolution 100, disapproving Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 of 1953, hearings occurring May 12, 13, and 18, 1953. 

They are as follows: Senator Richard B. Russell, Senate hearings, 
page 17; a letter from Senator Lester C. Hunt to Senator Margaret 
Chase Smith, dated April 22, 1953, Senate hearings, page 12; testi- 
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mony of Senator James KE. Murray, Senate hearings, page 47; and 
comments by Senator John L. McClellan during the Senate hearings 
on Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953. 

Krom the same record of hearings, statement of Paul W. Opsahl, 
president of the South Dakota Farmers Union, Huron, S. Dak., on 
page 52 thereof; 

From the same record of hearings, letter of Senator Robert S. 
Kerr to Senator Margaret Chase Smith, dated May 15, 1953, page 106. 

Also, from the Congressional Record of May 14, page A-2784, 
letter of J. Lee White to Senator Willis Smith, of North Carolina, 
dated Thursday, May 14, 1953. 

I understand that the Senate Subcommittee’s Record of Hearings 
on an identical resolution will be printed and available for our use on 
next Monday, May 25, 1953. 

In the interest of economy, and to eliminate unnecessary duplica- 
tion, I have decided not to ask that such testimony be made a part 
of this record of hearings. 

Mr. RiesumMan. Without objection we will adjourn until 10 a. m 
Monday morning in this room. 

(Whereupon, at 3:35 p. m., the committee adjourned until 10 a. m, 
Monday, May 25, 1953, in room 1310, New House Office Building.) 


me 
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MONDAY, MAY 23, 1953 


Houser or Representatives, 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10.a. m., in room 1310, New House Office 
Building, Hon. Clare E. Hoffman (chairman) presiding. 

The CuatrMan, Will the committee come to order, please. 

As the first witness this morning we have the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. We are very glad to have you here, Mr. Benson. Before you 
begin, permit a statement. When the Secretary first brought this 
matter to my attention he asked me if it was my purpose to hold hear 
ings and I assured him it was not. Apparently some resolution was 
introduced and Mr. Riehlman called the hearings, which I assume 
he had to do. The resolution was introduced on the 14th. The time 
has expired. A motion to discharge the committee is in order on the 
floor today. So I don’t know what the committee should do. As far 
as I am concerned, if someone wants to have testimony introduced 
and make a record, that is all right. However, I think that under the 
rules, a resolution to discharge the committee is in order. Whether the 
author of the resolution wants to do it or not I don’t know. 

If it is agreeable to the minority and the Secretary of Agriculture 
we can permit the record to be made and have it printed and it will 
be done. Mr. Hope is here. What do you think we should do, Mr. 
Hope? 

Mr. Horr. I would hesitate about suggesting anything to this com 
mittee, but since the hearing has begun and since the Secretary is here 
and the other witnesses are here, I think we should get the information 
so that if the matter comes up in the House the information will be 
available to the Members of the House. 

The Cuatrman. What do you say, Mr. Dawson and Mr. McCor 
mack ? 

Mr. McCormack. I think we should go ahead with the hearings. 
Mr. Fountain stated he would not call it up. 

Mr. Fountarn. I stated I would not call it up today. 

The Cuarrman. As I understand it, it is effective on the 4th unless 
it is rejected by either the Senate or the House. 

Mr. Dawson. It seems that we have no alternative except to go 
ahead, unless someone takes the initiative to have the committee dis 
charged. 

Mr. McCormack. I think you can go ahead, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarman. All right, Mr. Secretary, we will be pleased to hear 


you. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. EZRA TAFT BENSON, SECRETARY OF AGRI- 
CULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY KARL LOOS, SOLICITOR, DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Secretary Benson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a prepared 
statement and if it meets with your approval I would like to present 
that first. 

The CuarrMan. Whatever you wish. 

Mr. Benson. I am very glad to meet with the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations to discuss Reorganization Plan 2 of 1953. I am 
very happy to note also that members of the House Committee on 
Agriculture are also present. This plan for the reorganization of 
the De partment of Agriculture was transmitted to the Congress by 
the President on March 25, 1953. 

While this is a plan prepared by the President and transmitted 
by him to the Congress, under the provisions of the Reorganization 
Act of 1949, as amended, we in the Department of Agriculture have 
participated in its consideration and drafting. We accept the re- 
sponsibility of supporting it. On May 18 I appeared before the Sub- 
committee on Reorganization, Senate Committee on Government 
Operations, in support of the plan. 

The plan you are now considering differs from plan No. 4 of 1950 
which was rejected by the Senate (S. Res. 263) on May 18, 1950. No 
action was taken by the House on that plan. I shall refer to the 
differences between the two plans in the course of my testimony. 

As soon as the President asked me to serve as Secretary of Agri- 
culture, I began giving serious thought to the problems with which I 
would be confronted. One of the most important among these was 
that of administration of the Department. It consisted of some 20 
agencies and about 55,000 full-time and 12,000 part-time employees. 
I made an extended trip, not at Government expense, visiting all parts 
of the Nation and discussed this subject of administrative organiza- 
tion, together with many other matters, with farmers, farm leaders, 
processors, and handlers of farm products, and others interested in 
the welfare of agriculture. 

Some weeks before the inauguration a study of the organization 
and functions of the Department was undertaken by a committee 
established for that purpose. It held conferences with farm organ- 
izations and others interested in agriculture, including Members of 
Congress, and worked with the President’s Advisory Committee on 
Government Reorganization. The Interim Agricultural Advisory 
Committee of farm leaders appointed by the President at my request 
on December 28, 1952, also gave careful study to the matter. 


REGROUPING OF THE DEPARTMENT AGENCIES 


Asa result of this preinauguration study and after consultation with 
Members of Congress, a regrouping of the Department’s agencies was 
announced on January 21 as memorandum No. 1320. This was later 
revised by supplement 1 to that memorandum under date of March 10, 
1953. If agreeable to the committee, I should like to submit copies 
of these memoranda for the record. Copies have also been made avail- 
able for each member of the committee. 
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The CHatrMan. They may be received. 
Memoranda referred to are as follows:) 


I ED STATES DEPARTMENT ¢ AGRICUI 


iN dD. ¢ January 21, 19538 
, | i I 
MII MANDUM NO. 1320 
ADMINIS IVE GROUPING « DEPARTMENT AGENCIES 
lo i i | d h bee I re 
f | as Ww \g ‘ 
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(Agencies listed report through Mr. John H. Davis) 


Commodity Credit Corporation 
- Commodity Exchange Authority 
Fede Crop | rance Corporation 
Production and Marketing Administration, except the Agricultural Conserva- 
tion Programs Branch which is hereby transferred from that Adm stra n to 
Resear Extension and Land Use 


ARGICULTURAL CREDII 
(Agencies isted report through Mr. R. E. Short) 


Farm Credit Administration 
Farmers Home Administration 
Rural Electrification Administration, 
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RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND LAND Use’ 

(Agencies listed report through the Assistant Secretary 
Agricultural Research Administration. 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 
Extension Service. 
Forest Service. 
Office of Foreign Agricultural Relations. 
Soil Conservation Service. 
Agricultural Conservation Programs Branch? (transferred from PMA) 


DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 
(Agencies listed report through Mr. Richard D, Alpin) ‘ , 


Hearing Examiners. 

Library. 

Office of Budget and Finance. 
Office of Information. 

Office of Personnel. 

Office of Plant and Operations. 


gency and office heads within each group will report to their respective 
group head. Group heads and the Solicitor will report on all functional and 
operating matters to the Under Secretary. 

The Secretary and the Under Secretary meeting jointly with the major group 
heads and the Solicitor will consider matters of policy determination and long- 
range planning. Periodically, and as special circumstances indicate a need, 
all agency as well as group heads will meet to discuss subjects of general interest. 
This organizational arrangement will make possible closer coordination of 
related activities, and will centralize responsibility for consideration and 
determination of operating problems and other matters requiring departmental 
attention within each group. 

Except as modified by the provisions of this memorandum, existing Secretary’s 
memoranda, the department regulations, and other related documents will, 
unless and until changed by the Secretary, continue in effect. 

I know that I can count on strict adherence by agency heads to the lines of 
authority prescribed herein. A chart of the organizational arrangement is 


attached. 


Ezra Tarr Benson, Secretary. 


1 Including flood prevention and land and water utilization 
2 For an interim period this branch will use facilities and field services of the Production 


and Marketing Administration in carrying out the agricultural conservation program. 


| 
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ws 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 10, 1958, 
MEMORANDUM NO. 1320, SUPPLEMENT 1 
REVISED ADMINI ATIVE GROUPING OF DEPARTMENT AGENCIES 

This will supplement memorandum No. 1320 issued Januar 21, 1953. 

Further study of the rganization and activities of the Department, with 
particular reference to the a vities dealing with foreign agriculture, has led 
to the conclusion that the activities should be performed by an agency outside 
of and unconnected with any one of the operating groups heret re established. 

Accordingly, there is hereby established the Foreign Agricultural Service, j 

th a Director of Foreign Agricultural Ser as its head All of the func- 
tions heretofore exercised by e Office of Foreign Agricultural Relations are 
transferred to the Foreig Agr iltural Service The (Office f Foreign Agri- 
cultural Relations, now assigned to the Research, Extension, and Land Use 
Group, is discontinued . - 

All appropriations of the Office f Foreign Agricultural Relations and such 
personnel as may be designated by the Director of Foreign Agricultural Service, 
subject to the pproval of the Secretary, will be transferred to the Foreign 
Agricultural Service 

MM R. | Shu who has bee Se ing as Director of Agricultural Credit , 
Services, is relieved of that assignment and is hereby designated as Director of 
Foreign Agricultural Service 

Mr. Robert L. Farrington, now serving as Cooperative Bank Commissioner in 
the Farm Credit Administration, is hereby designated Acting Director of Agri- 
cultural Credit Services 

The foregoing changes will become effective immediately. A revised chart of 
the organizational arrangement is attached. 

Ezra TAFT BENSON, Secretary. 
‘ . 
. ° 
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Mr. Benson. The present organization of the Department is shown 
by the chart attached to the memorandum of March 10, 1958. An en- 
larged reproduction of that chart is displayed before you. You will 
note that the programs and operations of the Department are divided 
among four major groups: 

Research, extension, and land use 

Commodity marketing and adjustment 

Foreign agricultural service 

Agricultural credit services 
The other two, departmental administration and Office of the Solicitor, 
are auxiliary agencies of the Department and exist for the purpose 
of servicing these major groups, the line agencies of the Department. 
All programs and activities conducted by the Department are thus 
presently assigned to 1 of these 4 major groups. 

I should like to comment briefly on the group designated as “Foreign 
Agricultural Service.” Heretofore the work of the Department deal- 
ing with foreign ¢rade and foreign agriculture has been handled 
through an Office of Foreign Agricultural Relations. This Office was 
originally assigned in the organization announced on January 21, 
1953, to the Research, Extension. and Land Use Group. A special 
study of the subject was undertaken by my staff. In that work we 
had the benefit of the services of Mr. F. R. Wilcox, assistant general 
manager of Sunkist Growers—formerly known as California Fruit 
Growers Exch: ange—and a former employee of the Department, who 
came here at our request to assist us in this study. 

We came to the conclusion that it is highly desirable to place much 
creater emphasis upon foreign trade matters. With the substantial 
surpluses accumulating in some of our important crops, it is of the 
utmost importance to find outlets in foreign markets. It is also of 
great importance to make a continuing study and close observation of 
agricultural production and exports in foreign areas, in connection 
with our price support and other programs. These matters are of 
such tremendous importance that we concluded they must be handled 
through a major operating group whose primary function was to deal 
with these problems rather than through other agencies or groups in 
which the subjec ts relating to foreign trade woul ¥ tend to become inci- 
dental to their activities dealing with our own domestic agriculture. 

This regrouping was not intended as a reorganization pursuant to 
the Reorganization Act of 1949. Rather it was a coordinating plan 
for grouping the various agencies of the Department for purposes of 
more efficient supervision. Such action was dictated by sound prin- 
c iples of pub lic administration. Its purpose was to prescr ibe ¢ learly 
defined administrative channels for reporting to the Secretary, to re- 
duce the number of people reporting directly to him, and to assure an 
adequate coordination and review of common problems within a given 
subject matter area. 

There was no transfer of functions from one agency within the 
Department to another. All of the agencies continued to retain their 
status as separate agencies. However, the Agricultural Conservation 
Programs Branch of the Production and Marketing Administration 
was transferred from that Administration and set up as a separate 
agency within the Research Extension and Land Use Group. This 
was dows for the purpose of more effectively coordinating the agri- 
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cultural conservation program with the activities of other agencies 
concerned with soil and water conservation and utilization. 

A principal purpose of Reorganization Plan No. 2 now before you 
is to enable us to make reasonable changes, from time to time, within 
the several agencies, including areas heretofore closed to us, by trans- 
fers of certain functions from one agency to another, by consolidation 
or merger of agency units where practicable and by any other means 
which will promote economy, eliminate duplication, and increase efli- 
ciency. Fundamentally the plan is an authorization to the Secretary 
of Agriculture to make reasonable redistribution of functions of the 
various agencies, officers, and employees of the Department to meet 
changing conditions so as to accomplish the foregoing objectives. 


TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO THE SECRETARY 


Section 1 of the plan transfers to the Secretary of Agriculture, with 
certain exceptions to be noted, all functions not now vested in him 
of all other officers and of all agencies and employees of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. There are presently in the Department some 
20 agencies. Of these, one-half have been created in such manner 
that their functions are vested in the Secretary and he has the present 
power to redistribute or delegate them. These agencies are— 

Agricultural Research Administration 

Production and Marketing Administration 

Commodity Exchange Authority 

Extension Service 

Foreign Agricultural Service 

Office of Budget and Finance 

Office of Information 

Office of Personnel 

Office of Plant and Operations 

Library 
With respect to the other agencies covered by this plan, many func- 
tions are vested, by statute or by prior reorganization plans under 
earlier statutes, in the agency itself or in the head or some other 
officer of the agency. With respect to such functions the Secretary 
does not now have adequate author ity of transfer, consolidation, or 
distribution. Such agencies include 

Jureau of Agricultural Economics 

lorest Service 

Soil Conservation Service 

Farmers Home Administration 

Rural Electrification Administration 

Office of the Solicitor 
The remaining four agence ies, ( ‘ommodity C redit C orpor: ition, Fed- 
eral C rep Insurance C orpor: ation, Office of Hearing Examiners, and 
Farm Credit Administration, are e xcepted from the plan. 

This situation not only pre vents suc h reassion ments ot fu ctions as 
might be necessary to bring about greater economy and efficiency but 
it also raises questions as to the authority and responsibility of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, as head of th ie Department, to direct and 
control the agencies under his jurisdiction. By vesting functions in 
the Secretary, the plan will permit the estab lishment of clear lines of 
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authority and responsibility, an objective upon which the Hoover 
Commission placed great stress. 


PLAN FOLLOWS BASIC HOOVER COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 


The opening three paragraphs on the first page of the Hoover Com 
mission Report on General Management of the Executive Branch 
were: 

In this part of its report, the Commission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government deals with the essentials of effective organization of 
the executive branch. Without these essentials, all other steps to improve or- 


. te ' 
ganization and management are doomed to failure. 
The President, and under him his chief lieutenants, the department heads, 
must be held responsible and accountable to the people and the Congress for the 
conduct of the executive branch 
Responsibility and accountability are impossible without authority—the power 
nn . ~ : . . > ° 
to direct. The exercise of authority is impossible without a clear line of com- 
mand from the top to the bottom, and a return line of responsibility and ac- 
countability from the bottom to the top. 
The Commission stated that— 
to remedy this situation is the first and essential step in the search for effi- 
ciency and economy in the executive branch of the Federal Government. 
The same report included three specific recommendations as follows : 
RECOMMENDATION No. 14 (p. 34) 
Under the President, the heads of departments must hold full responsibility 
for the conduct of their departments. There must be a clear line of authority 
reaching down through every step of the organization and no subordinate should 
have authority independent from that of his superior. 
RECOMMENDATION No, 18 (pp. 37-38) 
Each department head should receive from the Congress administrative au- 
thority to organize his department and to place him in control of its adminis 
tration. 
RECOMMENDATION No. 20 (p. 41) 
We recommend that the department head should be given authority to de 
termine the organization within his department. 
’ 


In the Commission’s report on the Department of Agriculture, it 
referred to the first report on general management, from which the 
foregoing quotations are taken, as follows: 

We have urged in our first report that the foundation of good departmental 
administration is that the Secretary shall have authority from the Congress 
0 organize and control his organization, and that separate authorities to sub- 
ordinates be eliminated. 


The proposed transfer of functions to the Secretary of Agriculture 
is thus in substantial conformity with these basic recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission. 

The earlier President’s Committee on Administrative Manage- 
ment which reported in 1937 had reached similar conclusions. In 
the Report of the Committee, With Studies of Administrative Man- 
agement in the Federal Government, 1937, page 37, the following sig- 
nificant conclusion appears: 


The work of reorganization is a continuing task growing out of and inti- 
mately related to the day-to-day work of the executive agencies. It is a task 
that cannot be done once and for all. It will require continuing attention. The 





REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 69 


assignment of the multitude of present activities to appropriate departments 
is not something which can be carried out ruthlessly on a wholesale blueprint 
basis without doing serious damage to the work and without destroying ex 
ecutive responsibility. * * * In other words, the task of reorganization is in- 
herently executive in character and must be entrusted to the Executive as a 
continuing function. 


EXCEPTIONS TO TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS 


Reorganization Plan No. 2 provides certain exceptions to the trans- 
fer of functions to the Secretary. These exceptions are set forth i 
paragraph (b) of section 1. The functions of hearing examiners are 
ex epted in accordance with the intent of the Administrative Pro 
cedure Act. This exception is consistent with the status of hearing 
examiners in other departments and agencies. 

The corporations of the Department, together with their boards of 
directors and officers, are excepted because they have a different legal 
status than other constituent agencies of the Department. These 
corporations have independent legal personalities and conduct busi- 
ness transactions in their own names. Their powers and functions 
are specified by charters. 

The corporations so excepted are— 

Commodity Credit Corporation 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation 

There is also the specific exception of the Farm Credit Adminis- 
tration and any agency, officer, or entity of, under, or subject to the 
supervision of the said Administration. The exception of the entities 
supervised by it is for the same reasons which prompted the exception 
of the corporations of the Department. These entities include 

The banks for cooperatives, 12 regional and 1 central; the Fed- 
eral intermediate credit banks, 12 in number; the Federal 
land banks, 12 in number; the production credit corporations, 
12 in number; the national farm loan associations, 1,164 in 
number; and the production credit associations, 499 in number. 

The Farm Credit Administration itself was excepted since it was 
anticipated at the time the plan was transmitted that general legisla- 
tion covering this field would be placed before the Congress at an 
early date. This proposal has since been introduced by Senators 
Aiken and Ellender in the Senate as S. 1505 and by Congressman 
Hope in the House as H. R. 5335. The bill is one on which repre- 
sentatives of farm organizations have been collaborating for a con- 
siderable time. It seems inappropriate that the Farm Credit Ad- 
ministration should be included in the plan of reorganization when 
general legislation covering the entire subject is before the Congress 
for its consideration. 

The Farm Cerdit Administration and its functions were transferred 
to the Department of Agriculture by Reorganization Plan No. 1 
which became effective July 1 , 1939. By reason of the exception, it is 
not intended that the plan ia consideration will affect the present 
status of the Farm Credit Administration in the Department in any 
manner. This exception of the Farm Credit Administration is one 
respect in which the present plan differs from Plan No. 4 of 1950. 

The exceptions also include the Advisory Board of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. Since that Board is created for the purpose of 
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giving advice to the Secretary from sources outside the Department, 
it would obviously be inappropriate to transfer its functions to the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 


PROVISION FOR DELEGATION OF FUNCTIONS 


Section 4 of Reorganization Plan No. 2 authorizes the Secretary 
of Agric Ps from time to time to make such provision as he shi ul 
deem appropriate authorizing the performance by any other officer, 
or by any agency or employee, of the Department of Agriculture of 
any function of the Secretary, including any function transferred to 
him by the provisions of this reorganization plan. This provision, 
together with the transfer to the Secretary of functions not now 
vested in him, gives him authority to redistribute the functions vested 
in the Secretary according to sound principles of public admin- 
istration. 

This section would permit the Secretary to delegate functions now 
exercised by the judicial officer of the Department under the Schwel- 
lenbach Act without regard to the restrictions of that act. However, 
the Schwellenbach Act is merely an authority to delegate functions, 
and the plan therefore does not affect the fundamental nature of the 
functions of the judicial officer since they are not now in him by any 
authority independent of the Secretary’s delegation. 

The authority conferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture by plan 
No. 2 of 1953 is substantially the same as that conferred upon the heads 
of other departments by reorganization plans which have heretofore 
become effective under the Reorganization Act of 1949. Such plans 
include those for the Post Office Department (plan No. 3 of 1949), the 
Department of Justice (plan No. 2 of 1950), the Interior Department 
(plan No. 3 of 1950), the Department of Commerce (plan No. 5 of 
1950), the Department of Labor (plan No. 6 of 1950), and the Treasury 
Department (plan No. 26 of 1950). It would seem the Department of 
Avriculture should be accorded the same opportunities to provide for 
effective control and efficient administration that have been granted 
by the Congress to these other executive departments. 

I have attached as appendix A to my statement a copy of section 
1 (a) (transfer of functions to the Secretary) and section 4 (a) (dele- 
gation of functions) of the pending plan and the cor races provi- 
sions in the six other plans now effective. The committee may wish 
to include this in the record; perhaps it is already a part of your 
record. 

If I may, Mr. Chairman, IT would like to add a short interpolation 
at this point. 

At the hearings before your committee on Thursday, May 21, it was 
urged that the plan you are now considering is in violation of the 
spirit and intent of the Reorganization Act. As I have just pointed 
out, this plan is similar to the plans already in effect for the reorgan- 
ization of six of the other executive departments. Each of these other 
plans contained a provision (1) for transfer of functicns to the head 
of the department, (2) for continuing authority to the head of the 
department to delegate his functions or provide for their performance 
by any other officer or by any agency or employee of the respective 
departments, and (3) for incidental transfers. 
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Each of them also provided for additional Assistant Secretaries or 
similar officers. None of them contained any other reorganization 
provision and none of them contained any description of any specific 
changes that were in contempl: ition when the plans were submitted. 

It seems hardly conceivable that Congress would have permitted all 
of these plans to become effective if they were in violation of the spirit 
and intent of the Reorganization Act of 1949. If these other plans 
conform to the requirements of that act so does the plan before you 
for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. 

In addition to these 6 plans for reorganization of executive depart- 
ments, 9 plans have become effective pursuant to the Reorganization 
Act of 1949 providing for the reorganization of boards or commis- 
sions, as follows: 

Plan No. 5 of 1949 Civil Service Commission 

Plan No. 6 of 1949, United States Maritime Commission 
Plan No. 8 of 1950, Federal Trade Commissison 

Plan No. 9 of 1950, Federal Power Commission 

Plan No. 10 of 1950, Securities Exchanage Commission 
Plan No. 13 of 1950, Civil Aeronauties Board 

Plan No. 21 of 1950, Federal Maritime Board 

Plan No. 25 of 1950, National Security Resources Board 
Plan No. 1 of 1951, Reconstruction Finance Corporation 

Each of these plans contains the same general provisions for trans- 
fer of functions to the agency head and authorizing him to redistribute 
or delegate such functions from time to time. None of them suggested 
any specific changes or set forth any detail with respect to what would 
be done pursuant to the plan. 

There were also eleven other plans which became effective during 
1949 and 1950 relating to transfers of certain functions or agencies 
from one department or from an independent status to another agency. 
Kach of these plans provided for tr: anatee of the functions affected to 
the head of the agency concerned and also gr: amen continuing author- 
ity to such head to delegate or redistribute such functions in a manner 
similar to the provisions contained in the saue plan. 

Thus, these provisions for transfer of functions to the Secretary 
and continuing authority in him to redistribute and delegate his 
functions are in conformity with the normal pattern that has been 
followed in the preparation and submission of nearly all the plans that 
have become effective paresis to the Reorganization Act of 1949. 
A similar pattern had become established under the Reorganization 
Act of 1945 pursuant to which a number of reorganization plans were 
put into effect before the adoption of the 1949 act. 

I believe that all of these plans that have become effective as well 
as the plan how before you, are in accordance 7 the spl it and intent 
of the Reorganization Act. As suggested by Mr. Meader at your 
hearing on May 21, these provisions establish ¢ ‘lear lines of administra- 
tive authority which should result in efliciency in the administration 
of the Department, precisely in line with the intent and purpose of the 
Reorganization Act. 

During your hearings on Thursday it was suggested that this ques 
tion be submitted to the Solicitor of the Department of Agriculture. 
J have asked the Solic itor for an opinion and have his opinion here. 
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I would like to read the first twe paragraphs which contain his con- 
clusions: 


Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 is a reorganization plan within the meaning 
of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended. 

As more completely detailed below, it is our opinion that plan No. 2 of 1953 is 
clearly within the authorizations of the Reorganization Act of 1949 as being a 
transfer or consolidation of functions within the Department, and an authoriza- 
tion to the head af the Department to delegate his functions. Numerous plans 
of identical legal import have been adopted under this law, as well as under 
substantially identical provisions in the Reorganization Act of 1945. These 
plans now affect the bulk of Government agencies and have been recognized as 
controlling by constituted authority. 


Perhaps the committee may wish to include the entire opinion in 
the record. If that is your wish, Mr. Chairman, I will be very happy 
to proy ide it to the clerk of the committee. 

The Carman. Whatever you desire, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. McCormack. In order that the Secretary won’t have to make 
that decision, I ask unanimous consent that the full opinion be in- 
cluded in the hearing. It that all right, Mr. Chairman ? 

The CuarrmMan. Yes, I said whatever the Secretary desires will go 
in. 

Secretary Benson. If that is the desire of the committee I will be 
happy to provide it, Mr. Chairman. 

(Opinion of Solicitor is as follows :) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 22, 1958. 


OPINION FOR THE SECRETARY 


Dear Mk, SECRETARY: Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 is a reorganization 
plan within the meaning of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended (63 Stat. 
203, approved June 20, 1949, 5 U. S. C. 133z). 

As more completely detailed below, it is our opinion that plan No. 2 of 1953 
is clearly within the authorizations of the Reorganization Act of 1949 as being 
a transfer or consolidation of functions within the Department, and an authoriza- 
tion to the head of the Department to delegate his functions. Numerous plans of 
identical lezal import have been adopted under this law, as well as under sub- 
stantially identical provisions in the Reorganization Act of 1945 (5 U.S. C., see. 
133y). These plans now affect the bulk of Government agencies and have been 
recognized as controlling by constituted authority. 

Section 8 of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended, provides: 

“For the purposes of this Act the term ‘reorganization’ means any trans- 
fer, consolidation, coordination, authorization, or abolition, referred to in 
section 3.” 

Section 3 lists six classes or categories of actions, as follows: 

“(1) the transfer of the whole or any part of any agency, or of the whole 
or any part of the functions thereof, to the jurisdiction and control of any 
other agency; or 

“(2) the abolition of all or any part of the functions of any agency; or 

“(3) the consolidation or coordination of the whole or any part of any 
agency, or of the whole or any part of the functions thereof, with the whole 
or any part of any other agency or the functions thereof; or 

“(4) the consolidation or coordination of any part of any agency or the 
functions thereof with any other part of the same agency or the functions 
thereof: or 

“(5) the authorization of any officer to delegate any of his functions; or 

“(6) the abolition of the whole or any part of any agency which agency 
or part does not have, or upon the taking effect of the reorganization plan 
will not have any functions,” 

The section provides that whenever one of the foregoing actions is found by 
the President to be necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes listed 
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in section 2 (a) of the act, “he shall prepare a reorganization plan for the 
making of the reorganizations as to which he has made findings and which he 
includes in the plan, * * *.” 

Section 7 of the act defines the term “agency” as meaning, among other things, 
“any executive department, commission, council, independent establishment, 
Government corporation, board, bureau, division, service, office, officer, authority, 
administration, or other establishment, in the executive branch of the Govern 
ment.’ Thus, the Department of Agriculture as a whole is an agency as defined 
by the act. So, also, is the Secretary of Agriculture or any division or office 
within the Department of Agriculture. 

Section 4 of the act authorizes the inclusion in any reorganization plan of 
changes in names or titles and provision for the appointment and compensation 
of new officers, such as the assistant secretaries. 

Plan No, 2 of 1953 utilizes 3 of the 6 categories listed in section 3 of the act, 
namely: 


“(1) the transfer of the whole or any part of * * * the functions * * * 
[of any agency], to the jurisdiction and control of any other agency.” 
“(4) the consolidation or coordination of any part of * * the functions 


{of any agency] with any other part of the same agency or the functions 
thereof.” 
“(D) the authorization of any oflicer to delegate any of his functions.” 

Section 1 of the plan transfers to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions 
not now vested in him of all other officers and of all agencies and employees of the 
Department of Agriculture. This action is taken pursuant to item (1) of section 
3 of the act; namely, the transfer of any part of the functions of the Department 
to the jurisdiction and control of the Secretary. This action may also be con 
sidered as taken pursuant to item (4) of section 3 of the act as the consolidation 
of any part of the functions of any agency (the functions of the Department 
not now vested in the Secretary), with any other part of the same agency or the 
functions thereof (namely, the functions already vested in the Secretary) In 
other words, section 1 of the plan may be regarded as a transfer to the Secretary 
of functions presently vested in various units and officers of the Department ; 
and it may likewise be regarded as a consolidation, under item (4) of the fun 
tions not now vested in the Secretary with the functions presently vested in him, 

Section 4 of the plan authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture from time to 
time to make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing the per- 
formance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the Department 
of Agriculture of any functions of the Secretary, including any function trans- 
ferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this plan. This action is taken pur- 
suant to item (5) of section 3 of the act, the authorization of any officer (the 
Secretary) to delegate any of his functions. 

Sections 2 and 38 of the plan provide for Assistant Secretaries and an Adminis- 
trative Assistant Secretary and are included pursuant to section 4 (2) of the 
act which provides that any reorganization plan may include provisions for the 
appointment and compensation of one or more other officers of any agency (the 
Department) 


The remainin provision of the plan, section 5, provides for 


t 
} 
I 


. pl incidental trans 
fers, pursuant to the authority of section 4 (8) and (4) of the act which requires 
that any reorganization plan shall make provision for the transfer or other 
disposition of the records, property, and personnel affected by any reorganization 
and for the transfer of unexpended balances of appropriations and other funds 
available for use in connection with any function affected by a reorganization 

Thus, all provisions of the plan are in conformity with the specific authoriza- 
tions and requirements of the statute and as a whole they constitute a plan of 
reorganization as contemplated by the act. 

Plan No. 2 of 1953 is also similar to and in conformity with many other 
plans of reorganization which have become effective under the Reorganization 
Act of 1949. Some 28 plans have become effective pursuant to that act prior 
to 1953. 

Six of these twenty-eight plans relate to the reorganization of other executive 
departments in a manner similar to the proposed reorganization of the Depart 
ment of Agriculture. These six plans are: 

Post Office Department (plan No. 3 of 1949) 
Department of Justice (plan No. 2 of 1950) 
Interior Department (plan No. 3 of 1950) 
Department of Commerce (plan No. 5 of 1950) 
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Department of Labor (plan No. 6 of 1950) 
Treasury Department (plan No. 26 of 1950) 

Each of these reorganization pla ncludes a provision for transfer of func- 
tions to the head of the department and a provision for continuing authority to 
the head of the department to delega his functions 

Each of these plans contained a pr sion (1) for transfer of functions to the 
head of the department 2) for « inuing authority to the head of the depart- 
ment to delevate his functions or provide for their performance by any other 
officer or by any agen r employee of the respective departments, and (3) for 
incidental transfers Kach of these plans also pro ided for additional officers, 
such as Assistant Secretaries o1 1 Ad nistrative Assis t Seeretary None 
of these plans contained any other re ganization provisions None of them set 
forth any detailed description of the redistribution of functions contemplated. 
The Comptroller General has | occasion to consider the applicability of 
plan No. 3 concerning the Interior Department and plan No. 5 concerning the 
Commerce Department In ear case the Comptroller General found the pro- 


Visions of the plans conti ne iw see Comp Gen 


( 
)] l 
The provisions of sections 1 (a) and 4 (a) of plan No. 2 of 1! 


to the Secret 


); 50 Comp. Gen, 366.) 








3 providing 


and a continuing authority to the Seere 





for transfer of function 
tary to delegate his functions are set forth below and are compared with corre- 
sponding provisions in each of the six other reorganization plans providing for 


reorganization of an executive department 


“Seorion 1. Transfer o unctions to the Secretar) (a) Subject to the ex- 
ceptions specified in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred 
to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions not now vested in him of all other 
officers, and of all agencies and employees, of the Department of Agriculture. 


* * * a * ” * 
“Src. 4. Delegation of functions (a) The Secretary of Agriculture may from 
time to time make such pro ns as he shall deem appropriate authorizing the 
perfor e by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the Depart- 
ment of ilture of any ful on of the Secretary, including any function 





transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization plan.’ 
PLAN No. 3 oF 1949—PostT Orrict 


“Section 1. Functions of the Postmaster General—(a) There are hereby 
the functions of all subordinate officers 
and agencies of the Post Office Department, including the functions of each 
Assistant Postmaster General, the Purchasing Agent for the Post Office Depart- 
ment, the Comptroller and the Bureau of Acc ; 
is hereby authorized to delegate to any officer, employee, or agency of the Post 
Offices Department designated b hit such of his functions as he deems 
appropriate.” 


transferre to the Postmaster Gener: 





ts (b) The Postmaster General 


“Secrion 1. Jransfer of functions to the ittorne General (a) Except as 
otherwise provided in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby trans 
ferred to the Attorney General all functions of all other officers of the Department 


of Justice and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department. 
“Src 2. Performance of functions of the {ftorneu General The Attorney 


General may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appro 
priate authorizing the performance by ar other officer, or by any agency or 
employee, of the Department of Justice of any function of the Attorney General 
includiz any function transferred to the Attorney General by the provisions 





of this reorganization plan.” 
PLAN No. 8 To 1950—INTERIOR 


SECTION 1. Transfer of functions to the Secretary (a) Except as otherwise 
provided in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the 


Secretary of the Interior all functions of all other officers of the Department 
of the Interior and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department. 


* * * 4 * * 
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“Sec, 2. Performance of functions of Secretary The Seer tary of the Interior 
m from time to time ke such provisions as he shall deem appropriate 
iuthorizing the performance by any other cffi er, or by any agency or employee, 
of the Department of the Interior of any function of the Secretary, including 
any function transferred to the Secretary by provisions of this reoreaniz on 
plan.” 

PLAN No. 5 or 195 (OM MERCI 

Et 1. Tra / 0 unctior fo ti Ne eta i) Except S he se 
provided in subsection (b) of this sec 1, there are hereby transferred to the 
Secretary of ¢ mere fur n | ‘ ers of the De} el f 
Commere ind all fun ns 0 ill a I ha employee ol ich Depart ent 

“Sec. 2. Performance of functions of Secreta Che Secretarv of Commerce 
may from tim o time make such pro ons as he shall deem approy \ 
thorizing the performance by any other office oO} y any agency or employee, 
of the Department of Commer of any inction ¢ l Secretary, includit ins 
function transferred to the Secretary by the pro ons of this reorg n 
plan,” 

PLAN No, 6 OF 1950—LAno! 

“SecTion 1. Transfer of functions to the Secretary (a) Exe pt as « therw e 
provided in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the 
Secretary of Labor all functions of all other officers of the Department of Labor 
and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department 

r 4 4 x 

“Sec. 2. Performance of functions of Secretary The Secretary of Labor 


may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate 
authorizing the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or emy.oyee, 


of the Department of Labor of any function of the Secret 





function transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization 
plan.’ 
PLAN No. 26 OF 1950—TREASURY 


“SECTION 1 Transfer of fun tions to the NSecre i i) Except as otherwise 
provided in subsection (b) of this section, and subject to the provisions of sub 
section (cc) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the 
Treasury all functions of all other officers of the Department 





and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department.” 
* 
(Not Sec 1 (¢) contains a limitation ippl cable to the Coast Guard.) 
“Sec. 2. Performance of functions of Secretary Che Secretary of the Ti asury 
iay from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate au 


thorizing the performance by any other officer, or by any ugency or emplovee, of 
the Department of the Treasu of any function of the Secretary, including any 
function transferred to the Se 
plan.” 

Nine of the reorganization plans which have become effective under the 
Reorganization Act of 1949 provided for the reorganization of boards or com- 
missions, as follows: 

Plan No. 5 of 1949, Civil Service Commissior 

Plan No. 6 of 1949, United States Maritime Commission 
Plan No. 8 of 1950, Federal Trade Commission 

Plan No. 9 of 1950, Federal Power Commission 

Plan No. 10 of 1950, Securities Exchange Commission 
Plan No. 13 of 1950, Civil Aeronautics Board 

Pian No, 21 of 1950, Federal Maritime Board 

Plan No. 25 of 1950, National Security Resources Board. 
Plan No. 1 of 1951, Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

Each of these plans contained general provisions for the transfer of functions 
to the head of the board or commission and provisions authorizing such head 
to redistribute or delegate such functions from time to time without any limita- 
tion upon or expiration of such authority. None of them contained any detailed 
deseription of the manner in which it was contemplated the functions would be 
redistributed 








retary by the provisions of this reorganization 
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For example, plan No. 8 of 1950 relating to the Federal Trade Commission, 
contained the following provisions: 

“SecrTion 1. Transfer of functions to the Chairman—(a) Subject to the pro- 
visions of subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred from the 
Federal Trade Commission, hereafter referred to as the Commission, to the 
Chairman of the Commission, hereinafter referred to as the Chairman, the 
executive and administrative functions of the Commission including functions 
of the Commission with respect to (1) the appointment and supervision of 
personnel employed under the Commission, (2) the distribution of business 
amon: such personnel and among administrative units of the Commission, and 
(3) the use and expenditure of funds. 

* * * * * * * 


“Sec. 2. Performance of transferred functions—The Chairman may from 
time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing 
the performance by any officer, employee or administrative unit under his 
jurisdiction of any function transferred to the Chairman by the provisions of 
this reorganization plan.” 

Plan No. 1 of 1951 relating to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation con- 
tained the following provisions: 

“Ss 5. Functions transferred to Administrator.—All functions of the board 
of directors of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, including those of the 
members and chairman of the Board and including those with respect to the 
manavement of the Corporation, are hereby transferred to the Administrator, 


except as the said functions are otherwise vested by the provisions of sections 
G and 7 of this reorganization plan 
* . . * . * * 
“Sec. &. Delegation of functions The administrator may from time to time 


make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate with respect to the perform- 
nistrative unit under his jurisdiction of 
unction of the Administrator under the provisions of this reorganization 





ance by any officer, employee, or adm 





:' The reorganization plans relatir to other commissions or boards in this 
group contained similar provisions f transfer of functions to the head and 
continuing authority in him to redistribute and delegate such functions 

Another group of reorganization plans which have become effective under 
the act of 1949 related to transfers of certain functions or agencies from one 


department or from an independent status to another agency. There were 11 

ch plans, including plans Nos. 2, 4, and 7 of 1949, and 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 

d 23 of 1950. While most of these plans related to a limited number of func- 

s, each plan contained provision for the transfer of such functions to the 

head of the department or agency to which the transfer was made and granted 

continuing authority to such head to delegate or redistribute such functions in 
ns) 


anner similar to the authority provided by section 4 of plan No. 2 of 1953. 
Only 2 of the 28 plans referred to which have become effective under the act 





ned provisions which could be said to be specific and limited. One of these 
was plan No. 14 of 1950 entitled “Labor Standards Enforcement” which estab- 
ed authority in the Secretary of Labor to prescribe appropriate standards, 
reculations, and procedures to be observed by other agencies with respect to 


compliance with and enforcement of labor standards. This plan was confined 
to this one specific purpose and did not contain any provisions of general trans- 
fer or authorization 

The other was plan No. 1 of 1952 relating to the Bureau of Internal Revenue. 


Th plan abolished certain existing offices and established new offices which 
were specified. The plan, however, did provide for the transfer to the Secretary 
of the Treasury of “the functions, if any, that have been vested by statute in 
flice agencies, or employees of the Bureau of Internal Revenue of the De 


partment of the Treasury since the effective date of Reorganization Plan No. 26 
of 1970." The plan referred to (No. 26 of 1950) has already been mentioned as 
one of the departmental reorganization plans which contained general, con- 


tinuing authority in the head of the department to redistribute and delegate any 


inctions vested in him. Therefore, the Bureau of Internal Revenue reorganiza- 
ion plan contemplates that all functions affected by that plan are subject to the 
continuing right of the Secretary of the Treasury to redistribute and delegate 
them 

The foregoing review of reorganization plans which have hecome effective 
under the current act demonstrates that the provisions for transfer of functions 
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to the Secretary and continuing authority in him to redistribute and delegate 
his functions are in conformity with the normal pattern that has been followed 
in the preparation and submission of reorganization plans pursuant to the Reor- 
ganization Act of 10949. 

Under the procedure followed in the submission of reorganization plans under 
the act, each plan is reviewed and approved by the Attorney General. lReor- 
ganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 was so re. iewed and approved. 

This pattern of including in reorganization plans general provisions for the 
transfer of functions to the head of a department and granting him continuing 
authority to redistribute and delegate functions became established even before 
the enactment of the Reorganization Act of 1949. 

The Reorganization Act of 1945, in section 3 (5 U. 8. C. 155y-1) is virtually 
identical with the provisions of section 3 of the 1949 act, in stating the Presi 
dent’s functions under the act. The only substantial difference is that the 1949 
act has added subsection (5) expressly providing for authorization to any offi 
cial to delegate his functions (5 U.S. C. 1832-1). The Budget Bureau in discus- 
sions concerning departmental proposals under the 10345 act, recommended that 
transfers and consolidations within the Department be in the nature of trans 
fers of functions to the Department head, with authority to provide for the 
exercise of such functions by designated oflicers and ewployees within the 
agency. 

Plans Nos. 1, 2, and 3 of 1946, contained provisions of this type (see 5 U. 8S. C 
y-16 note). Plan 1 of 1946, among other things, would lave provided for the 
transfer to the Secretary of Agr.culture of the tunctions of the several research 
bureaus of the Department. The plan also provided, for example, for the si 
lar transfer of certain functions to the Secretary of State. This plan was re 
jected; however, the issue here involved was not raised. Plans Nos. 2 and 3 of 
1946, which went into eifect, included similar provisions vesting functions in 
the Department heads with reference to the Departinent of Labor, tl 


l 


the Wepat 
ment of the Interior, the Department of Commerce, and the Department of Ag- 
riculture. This Department was involved in part V of plan 8 of 19.6, whi 
transferred to the Secretary various tunctions which had been consolidated du 
ing wartime in the War Food Administration. In 1947 plan No. 1 (see 5 U.S. C. 
y—16 note) was adopted transferring to the Secretary of Agriculture the research 
agency functions which had been contained in the rejected plan 1 of 1946 

The interested committees of Congress have recognized the force and effect of 


thes various reorganization plans in several reports. See, for example, Report of 
the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departiments dated 
September 13, 1950, Organization of Federal Executive Departments and Agen 
cies, Committee Report No. 10, Slst Congress, 2d session. On 
report it is stated: 

“Major accomplishments in the reorganization field include the complete re 
alinement of the Departments of Defense and State, and the creation of a Gen 
eral Services Administration consolidating the functions of the Federal Wo 
Agency, the War Assets Adininistration, the National Archives 
and the Bureau of Federal Supply. In addition, the funct 


page 2 of that 


AS 
Establishment, 
ONS OF ail except o1 
of the executive departments and many of the independent establishments have 
been vested in the heads of the respective agencies Authority was granted 
under such legislative actions which permits the chief official of such ayvencies 
to effect necessary reorganizations therein by administrative action, as recom 
mended by the Hoover Commission.” 

We find nothing of record to indicate that the validity of any of these reor 


ganization plans now in etlect has been challenged on the ground that the id 
not constitute reorganization plans or that they did not otherwise conform to 


statutory requirements. 
Sincerely yours, 


KARL D. Loos, Nolicito 

PUBLIC CONSIDERATION OF MAJOR CHANGES 
Secretary Benson. The authority provided in the presel { pl n for 
redistribution of functions is subject to express qualifications. The 
first qualification provides, to the extent deemed practicable by tl 


Lille 


Secretary, for public notice and opportunity for interested person 
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SToups to present their views with respect to any major changes 


the assignment of functions which 1 ivy be made pursuant to the 
wuthority conferred by the plan. In discussing this matter we have 
repeatedly stated that it is ol r intention to consult with Members of 
Cong and with the fan organizations and other interested groups. 
We do not expect to make any major changes in organization without 
Pull ec Itation and adviec 

I oht sav. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that that 
va ir provision was put in at my request. 

lo give assurance that this intention will be followed, the present 
plan provides in section 4 (b) that in case of any proposed major 
ippropriate mice | lic notie shall be given, to the extent 
deer pract ble, and interested persons and groups shall be 
afforded appropriate opportunity to place before the Department their 
views with respect to the proposed redistribution of functions. It is 
not intended by this provision that redistributions of functions shall be 
accompanied by formal rulemaking procedure. For example, it is not 
contemplated that such notice would be published in the Federal 
Register. But it is contemplated that full publicity would be given 
to the matte through press releases ind thro oh direct notification to 
major farm organizations. It world also be our purpose to advise 
nd consult with the appropri: te committees of Congress and leaders 


n agriculture. 

By these means we would insure full consideration of every major 
move pursuant to the plan. It is recognized that in some cases there 
may be substantial d liffe ‘rence of opinion regarding a particular step 
to be taken. We would expect to develop and rece ive a full expression 
of \ iews on all sides of any su h controversy. Pending such considera- 
tion of any subject, we intend to keep an open mind and avoid reaching 
any definite conclusions. Therefore, we cannot attempt to anticipate 
it this time what the final decisions in respect to any particular phase 
of the Department’s activities may be. These provisions for notice 
and opportunity for submission of views were not contained in plan 
No. 4 of 1950. 

\ further qualification of the authority of the Secretary to redis- 
tribute functions is contained in section 4 (c) of the plan. This 
provision states three specific objectives intended to be accomplished 
under the plan. It provides in substance: 

The Secretary shall— 

(1) Seek to simplify and make efficient the operation of the 
Department of Agriculture: 
2) Seek to place the administration of farm programs close 
the State and local levels 
3) Seek to adopt the administration of the programs of the 


to 
Department to regional. State, and beans al con di tio ns, 

These requirements point the direction that any changes made pur- 
Ssuant to the ~p lan must take. They constitute additional differences 
between the present plan and plan No. 4 of 1950 

Section 5 of the pl in authorizes transfe rs of records, ] yroperty, and 
personnel and unexpe nded balances of appropriations aa other funds 
in connection with the transfer of any functions which may be made 
within the Taaasbaad This section includes a specific requirement 
that any unexpended balan es sO transferred shall be used only for 
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the purpose for which such ap propriation was originally made. Sec- 
tion 4 (4) of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended, contains a 
similar requirement and this limitation upon expenditures of appro 

priations 1s doubtless applicable to any plan transmitted pursuant to 
the act. However, the « Xpress Statement oft the requirement in the 
plan itself adds emphasis and should give assurance that ap propria 

tions will not be diverted from their original purposes, Plan No. 4 of 
1950 did not contain a limitation of this character and a substantial 


part ol the criticism directed ag 


ainst it Was occasioned by the Tuilure 
LO Inciude in the plan such an express limitation. 


SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PLAN 2 AND PLAN 4 


At this point I should like to summarize the major differences be- 
tween plan No. 4 of 1950, and the present pl un. 

First, the present plan does not transfer to the Se retary of Agri 
culture the functions and agencies of the Farm Credit Administration. 
These would have been transferred to the Secretary under plan No. 

Second, the present plan requires public notice of major changes 
with opportunity to interested persons and groups for presentation 
of their views. There was no such provision in plan No. 4. 

Third, the present plan contains certain directions to the Secretary 
with respect to the redelegation of functions. In any redistril ul ion of 
functions, the Secretary shall seek to simplify and make efficient the 
operations of the Department, to place the administration of farm 
programs close to the State and local levels, and to adapt the adminis- 
tration of programs to regional, State, and local conditions. There 
were no such pro\ isions 1n plan No. 4 of 1950. 

Fourth, under the present plan, any unexpended balances of ap pro 
priations transfe rred shall be used only for the purposes for wh th 
such appropriation was originally made by the Congress. Plan No. 
t of 1950 contained no such provision, although the Reorganization 
Act imposed such a limitation. 


ABOLITION OF FUNCTIONS NOT AUTHORIZED 


It has been suggested by some that if the pending plan becomes 
effective, the Secretary would be authorized to abolish in whole or in 
part any function of the Department and thereby frustrate the will of 
Congress. No such authority is contained in the present plan. A 
function may be transferred from one agency to another and pro 
vision for the performance of the function by some other officer or 
employee may be made. But no function can be abolished in whole 
or in part. 

It is true that a plan under the Reorganization Act of 1949 may 
authorize the abolition of functions. Section 3 of the act refers to: 

(2) the abolition of all or any part of the functions of any agency; 

Section 8 defines the term “reorganization” as meaninge— 
anv transfer. consolidation, coordination, authorization, or abolition, referred 
to in section 3 
So it would be possible to include in a plan of reorganization provision 
for the abolition of some function of a department. 
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However, this pl: in does not contain any suc h provision. This par- 
ticular portion of the statutory authority is not used in any way in 
the pending plan. 

If a provision for abolition of a function is contained in a reorgan- 
ization plan, section 3 of the act requires: 

The President in his message transmitting a reorganization plan, shall specify 
with respect to each abolition of a function included in the plan the statutory 
authority for the exercise of such function 


The message transmitting plan No. 2 of 1953 does not contain any 
reference whatever to the abolition of any function. . 
Therefore, it is clear that this reorganization plan does not give the 
Secretary or anyone else in the Department of Agriculture any new or 
enlarged discretion with respect to what functions must be performed. 
All that is given the Secretary is some additional discretion in choos- 
ing tools by whic h the functions presc ribed by Congress will be pe r- 
formed. No present function of the Department can be abolished in 
whole or in part pursuant to any authority contained in this plan. 


IMPROVEMENTS THROUGH REORGANIZATION 


Careful study of the problem has convinced us that the procedure 
contemplated by the present plan is the most practicable way to bring 
about improved organization of the Department. On January i. 
1953, there were 55,586 full-time and 11.820 part-time employees on 
the payroll of the Department of Agriculture. In addition, we have 
estimated that there are some 112,000 other persons participating in 
the committee systems provided for the various departmental pro- 
grams. 

It would hardly be practicable to provide for the organization of 
such a large De partment in any single order or other document. As 
the President’s Committee on Administrative Management pointed 
out in 1937, on page 37 of the study already noted: 
ntinuing task growing out of and intimately 


The work of reorganization is a ¢ 


related to the day-to-day work of the executive agencies. It is a task that can- 


not be done once and for all. It will require continuing attention. * * * In each 
instance the reorganization of the work will require careful research as to func- 
tions, processes, objects, and personnel, and the arrangements in each particular 
ease will require not only advance consideration but experimental adjustment, 

Thus, the reorganization of a department such as this must be a 
continuing program. 

Each step must be taken as the need arises. That is the reorganiza- 
tion procedure provided by Reorganization Plan No. 2. Under 
it we are confident that we can bring about improved and efficient 
operation of the Department, elimination of duplication and more 
economical operation. 

It is impossible at this time to give any cet: — estimates of the 
amounts of savings that may be accomplished « ‘ of specific areas 
in which economy can be effected. But we are et in that savings 
vill be scocmnplicnd without diminishing services to farmers; and 
that the savings will be greater under a procedure for reorganization 
pursuant to the present plan than could be accomplished without it. 

As an illustration of the characater of savings which we expect to 
achieve we may mention some that have already been effected under 
existing authority. These savings, of course, may not materialize to 





REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 Sl] 


the exact dollar; and I should not like to have you regard them as 
final accomplishments. They have been reflected in the rev ised budget 
estimates for fiseal 1954. 

Two commodity offices of the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration are being closed and the workload is being dispersed among 
the remaining offices. It is estimated that annual savings will approx- 
imate $559,000 beginning with the fiscal year 1954. 

The Soil Conservation Service has rece ntly comple ted certain m: jor 
realinements of its functions for the purpose of Improv ing efficiency 
of operation. The position of district conservationist has been abol- 
ished and the position of area conservationist established with cer- 
tain fundamental differences in the character of the job. By enlarg-« 
ing the geographical scope of the job and decreasing the number of 
positions, there has been a reduction from 572 to 339 man-years, mak- 
ing a saving of positions totaling ap )proximately 235 Man-years. 
‘These are now being used for direct technical assistance to farmers 
and ranchers, thus getting a greater conservation work on the land 
for each dollar expended. 

The PMA State and county committeemen are being placed on a 
when-actually-employved basis with a limit on total time to be worked 
by committeemen. The operation of each State office will be directed 
by an administrative officer under policies determined by the State 
committee. Each county office is to be operated by a county office 
manager under policies determined by the county committee. Savings 
due to the elimination of full-time employment of committeemen are 
estimated to approximate $625,000 on an annual basis. 

The responsibility for the flood-prevention and river-basin programs 
has been transferred to the Soil Conservation Service. This transfer 
was announced effective April 1, 1953, by Department Memorandum 
No. 1325. It is believed that the annual savings resulting from this 
change will approximate $120,000. 

All staff activities related to responsibilities delegated to the Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration under the Defense Production 
Act of 1950, as amended, are being combined into one organizational 
unit and the st: . is being reduced. It is estimated that this will result 
in savings of $325,000 on an annual basis. 

The field offic es for service activities of Production and Marketing 
Administration are being reduced from 5 to 3. Several small program 
offices are being closed. It is estimated that these changes will result 
in savings of about $260,000 on an annual basis. 

May I, Mr. Chairman, interpolate here some further explanation 
regarding these committees ? 

A number of questions have been raised as to what would be done 
with respect to the farmer-committee system under the authority of 
Reorganization Plan No. 2. Comments have also been made with 
respect to PMA memorandum No. 101 of March 20, 1953, relating 
to the PMA farmer committees. There have been some misunder- 
standings as to the effect of this memorandum upon administrative 
costs. 

My position on this subject was made a matter of public record 
several weeks ago when | appeared before the Subcommittee on Ag- 
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riculture Appropriations of the Committee on Appropriations, House 
of Representatives. On that occasion I said: 

You may be assured that I am aware of the splendid contribution PMA county 
and community committees have made to agriculture and that we intend to make 
the hest possible use of these farmer-elected committees in administering farm 
programs 

I have recently revised the regulations governing PMA county and community 
committees, In the revised regulations, we made it abundantly clear that these 
committees will have local responsibility for the agricultural conservation pro- 
gram, the price-support programs, the marketing-quota programs, the sugar 
program, and such other programs as may be assigned by the Secretary or the 
Congress (hearings pt. III, p. 901). 

PMA memorandum No. 101 separates the policy-forming and 
policy-executing functions of the State and county committees. The 
policy-forming function will be vested in the State and county com- 
mittees; the policy-executing function in State administrative officers 
and county office managers. The committees will operate on a part- 
time basis, while day-to-day operations will be carried on by the 
full-time administrative officers or office managers. State and county 
committees will retain full responsibility for administration of pro- 
gram operations in their respective areas, as they have in the past. 

This action was discussed with the chairmen of the House and Sen- 
ate Agriculture Committees before the memorandum was issued. It 
has also been discussed, since that time, with many other Members of 
Congress and with farm organiaztion leaders. The action has been 
favorably received by nearly everyone with whom we have dis- 
cussed it. 

Memorandum 101 merely (1) gives formal recognition to the 
grassroots experience gained by State and county committees over 
the past 20 years; and (2) standardizes the entire administrative 
structure of the farmer-committee system. In the light of this ex- 
perience, it was evident that better administration results if the policy- 
forming functions are vested in the committee and the policy-execut- 
ing functions are delegated to a full-time administrative officer, hired 
by and responsible to the committee. 

In 23 States the practice of using a full-time civil service admin- 
istrative officer was already in operation. In the remaining 25 States, 
there were 14 in which the State PMA chairman or other State com- 
mitteeman performed full time the functions of administrative officer. 
In the other 11 States all members of the State PMA committees 
served full time. It will likewise be well to understand that 11 States 
had both a full-time administrative officer and a chairman of the State 
PMA committee serving full time. 

In other words, the executive officer arrangement was already 
operative in 37 of the 48 States. Only the 11 remaining States were 
employing the full committee full time. Whereas 22 States previously 
were operating with more than 1 full-time administrative officer or 
assistant—there being 2 to 5 in each State, depending on the number 
of committee members where the entire committee was serving full 
time—all 48 States will now have only 1 full-time administrative 
officer hired by and responsible to the State PMA committee. 

It is apparent from what I have said that this action does not in 
any sense weaken the farmer-committee system or attempt to replace 
the committees with Federal employees. The State and county com- 
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mitteemen will retain full responsibility for State and local admin 
istration. This move to separate the policy-forming and policy-exe- 
cuting functions was made solely in the interest of more eflicient 
and more effective administration. 

Perhaps it would be helpful if I indicated what the cost of the 
committee system has been and what effect the action taken under 
the memorandum 101 will have upon administrative costs. In the 
fiscal year 1952 the total salary costs for PMA county committeemen 
was $3,946,838. In addition, the total salaries for fiscal year 1952 for 
full-time committee office personnel, such as the office manager and 
clerks, was $19,625,937. This makes a total salary cost for both the 
county committeemen and full-time county office employees of 
$23,572,775. 

Since in 87 percent of the counties the county committee has been 
serving only part time, and these county offices alre: idy he i. full-time 
office managers or chief clerks, the change will affect only 13 percent 
of the total. Rather than resulting in an increase in salary costs, we 
estimate that there will be an annual saving at the county level of ap- 
proximately $500,000. 

At the State level, as was mentioned above, there have been only 
11 States in which all State committee members were employed full 
time. In these States the change will mean that the committee mem- 
bers will serve part time and day-to-day operations will be handled 
by an administrative officer. In 11 other States there was both a full- 
time administrative officer and a chairman of the State PMA commit- 
tee serving full time. In these States the chairman will now 
serve part time. In the 14 States where the State chairman per- 
formed full time the functions of administrative officer, the chairman 
will serve part time, and a full-time administrative officer will be 
appointed. We estimate that the change at the State level will result 
in a saving of $125,000 annually. 

In summary, this change is based on grassroots experience. It 
brings about the establishment of a uniform committee system 
throughout the country. Since many farmers were unable to serve full 
time at the expense of their f: irming oper: ie the change should 
result in better and stronger committees. We believe that it will result 
in savings as indicated and in more effective administration. 


PROVISION FOR ADDITIONAL ASSISTANT SECRETARIES 


Sections 2 and 3 of the plan call for 2 additional Assistant Secretar- 
ies of Agriculture and 1 Administrative Assistant Secretary. While 
these will be new positions and new titles, they do not represent an 
actual increase of personnel. It is expected that one of the Assistant 
Secretaries will serve as head of the Commodity Marketing and Ad- 
justment Group. The present head of that group now receives a sal 
ary of $14,800 as a member of the Board of Directors and President 
of Commodity Credit Corporation ; his salary as an Assistant Secre- 
tary would be $15,000, only $200 more. ; 

It is anticipated that the other Assistant Secretary will also serve 
as Director of Foreign Agricultural Service. The salary for that 
position is $14 800, compared with $15,000 for an Assistant Secret: ry, 
another increase of $200. 
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The Administrative Assistent Secretarv wonld serve as head of 
the Departmental Administration Group. The Director of that group 
now receives $11.300. The salary of the Administrative Assistant Sec- 
retary would he SI 1 S00: this is an inerease of $3500. 

Thus. there is a total increase in salaries involved of only $3,900 
for these 3 positions. However, that does not mean that there would 
be an overall inerease of this amount in the cost of maintaining the 
immediate Office of the Secretary. Changes have been made in the 
personnel of the Secretary’s Office and both the number of persons 
employed and the annual appropriation will be less under the revised 
budeet for 1954 than under the 1953 budget. 

The occasion for the proposed Assistant Secretaries is to give the 
heads of these administrative OTOUDS a title and rank commensvrrate 
with their responsibilities. With the wide range of activities in which 
the Denartment is engaged, it is impossible for the Secretary to ex- 
ercise direct supervision and control of all of them. He needs the 
Assistant Secretaries to share with him the supervisory responsi- 
bilities. With the addition of the two Assistant Secretaries nronosed 
by the plan, there will be an Assistant Secretary for each of the three 
major operating groups: Research, Extension. and Land Use: Com- 
modity Marketing and Adjustment; and Foreign Agricultural 
Service. 

For the fourth major operating group, Agricultural Credit Services, 
it is believed a head with the title of Director will be adequate. 

The Department of Agriculture is the only Department which has 
but one Assistant Secretary. In addition to at least one Under Sec- 
retary, other civilian departments have 2 to 8 Assistant Secretaries, 
the average number being 4. In 6 of the 8 other civilian departments, 
there is also either an Administrative Assistant Secretary or (in the 
Department of State) an Under Secretary for Administration. 


THE SECRETARY'S OBLIGATION TO WORK WITH THE CONGRESS 


I should like to refer briefly to some of the underlying princinles 
of executive-legislative relationships that are inherent in this nlan. 

Recognizing the interest which the Congress has in the organization 
and administration of the Denartment of Acriculture, it wonld he my 
purpose, as previously stated, to advise and consult with the »npro- 
priate committees of the Congress before anv major ormanization 
hanewes are made. This would be the obligation impo ed OM ANY 
Secretary of Agriculture by section 4 (b). I understand this has 
been the practice in the past, and I believe it is a sound and desirable 
one. In my talk before the Graduate School of the Denartment on 
April 30 on the subject of legislative-executive relationships, I stated 
as one of the principles and practices of the Department : 


We shall respect the right of the Congress to know what this Department is 





that the Convress is not onlv interested 
in receiving reports of our stewardship; it is entitled to them—and in time to act 
upon them. To this end we shall welcome constant and full consultation with 


the Congress. 


doing at anv time. We shall remember 


It will ever be mv purnose and the purpose of mv staff not to in- 
terfere with the prerogatives of the Congress, but to defend them, and 
to see that the purposes and the objectives of the Congress in any 
legislation pertaining to agriculture are fully carried out. 





oO 
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As I mentioned, the regrouping which was made shortly after I 
entered office was discussed with a number of Members of Congress 

It is hardly conceivable that a major change in organization would 
be made by any Secretary of Agriculture if the Congress were strong] 
opposed to it. The executive and the legislative branches must live 
together, and it would hardly be possible for the Secretary to direct 
successfully a type of organization with which the Congress was not 
in sympathy. 

While I want to meet the necessary and legitimate interests of the 
Congress in this matter, I think we must recognize that the head of 
any organization must be able to make changes and adjustments in it 
if he is to do an efficient job of administration. Congress determines 
the programs of the Government, but the organizational means of 

carrying them into effect I believe should be vested in the executive, 
subject to the rule of keeping the Congress informed and obtaining 
its views and suggestions on organization changes. 

Asa practical matter, it is hardly feasible to e fect all organizational 
changes through legislation or through reorganization plans. The 
reorganization of a department such as this must be a continuing 
process, designed to insure that we have the best possible organiza- 
tional structure to execute the agricultural programs which the Con- 
gress has enacted. When needed changes cannot be made promptly, 
the cumulative total of those problems as time goes on tends seriously 
to weaken the administration of the Department. 

Even if it were possible to agree on legislation regarding the organ 
ization of the Department, the law would soon be out of adjustment 
because of changes in our programs or in the needs which they are 
designed to serve. 

I want to cooperate wholeheartedly with the Congress, to keep its 
Members posted and to receive the advice and help which they can 
give. In my judgment it will greatly facilitate the ability of the 
Secretary to carry out such cooperation and to accomplish the objec- 
tives determined upon by the Congress, if he is given greater discre 
tion in the selection of tools with which to work. Unless this plan 
or some similar arrangement is approved, I have grave doubts that 
we can insure the efficient and economical management of the Depart- 
ment which Congress expects and to which the Nation is entitled. 

May I say, in conclusion, that if the Congress sees fit to approve this 
plan, we will try to use the authority wisely as a sacred trust. We are 
not interested in building an empire. We are anxious and determined 
to make the great Department of Agriculture a more effective and 
efficient service unit for the agricultural industry and all of our people. 
We are convinced that this can be accomplished with a substantial 
saving to the taxpayer while improving the quality of that service. 
We stand ready to accept such a challenge. 

(Appe ndix A, subs equently submitted by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, 1s as follows :) 


APPENDIX A 
REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 (DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE) 
AUTHORITY SIMILAR TO THAT IN EFFECTIVE PLANS FOR OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


The transfer of functions to the Secretary and the provision for performance 
of functions through other officers, agencies, and employees contained in sections 








86 REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 


1 (a) and 4 (a) of the pending plan (No. 2 of 1953) are similar to reorganization 
plans now in effect for 

Post Office Department (Plan No. 3 of 1949) 

Department of Justice (Plan No. 2 of 1950) 

Interior Department (Plan No. 3 of 1950) 

Department of Commerce (Plan No. 5 of 1950) 

Department of Labor (Plan No. 6 of 1950) 

Treasury Department (Plan No. 26 of 1950) 
The qualifications on delegation of powers contained in sections 4 (b) and (c) of 
the pending plan for the Department of Agriculture do not appear in the plans 
now effective in the other departments. 

In the following paragraphs the provisions of sections 1 (a) and 4 (a) of plan 

No. 2 of 1953 are compared with corresponding provisions of the effective plans 
listed above 


TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO SECRETARY AND CONTINUING AUTHORITY TO DELEGATE 
FUNCTIONS 


Plan No. 2 of 19538 


Section 1. Transfer of functions to the Secretary.—(a) Subject to the excep- 
tions specified in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred to 
the Secretary of Agriculture all functions not now vested in him of all other 
officers, and of all agencies and employees, of the Department of Agriculture. 

* + * * * * ao 

Sec. 4. Delegation of functions.—(a) The Secretary of Agriculture may from 
time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate authoriz ng the 
performance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture of any function of the Secretary, including any function 
transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization plan. 


Plan No. 3 of 1949—Post Office 


Section 1. Functions of the Postmaster General.—(a) There are hereby trans- 
ferred to the Postmaster General the functions of all subordinate cfficers and 
agencies of the Post Office Department, including the functions of each Assistant 
Postmaster General, the Purchasing Agent for the Post Office Department, the 
Comptroller, and the Bureau of Accounts. (b) The Postmaster General is hereby 
authorized to delegate to any officer, employee, or agency of the Post Office 
Department designated by him such of his functions as he deems appropriate. 


Plan No. 2 of 1590—Justice 


Secrion 1. Transfer of functions to the Attorney General.—(a) Except as 
otherwise provided in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby trans- 
ferred to the Attorney General all functions of all other officers of the Depart- 
ment of Justice and all functions of all agencies and employees of such De- 
partment. 

* * * * * * 


Sec. 2. Performance of functions of the Attorney General.—The Attorney 
General may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appro- 
priate authorizing the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or 
employee, of the Department of Justice of any function of the Attorney General, 
including any function transferred to the Attorney General by the provisions 
of this reorganization plan. 


Plan No. 3 of 1950—Interior 


SECTION 1. Transfer of functions to the Secretary (a) Except as otherwise 
provided in subsection (b) of this section, there are herel transferred to the 
Secretary of the Interior all functions of all other officers of the Department 
of the Interior and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department. 

* + » * * * 


Sec. 2. Performance of functions of Secretary.—The Secretary of the Interior 
may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate 
authorizing the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, 


of the Department of the Interior of any function of the Secretary, including 
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any function transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization 
plan. 
Plan No. 5 of 1950—Commerce 


Section 1. Transfer of functions to the Secretary.—(a) Except as otherwise 
provided in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby trausferreu to the 
Secretary of Commerce all functions of all other officers of the Department of 
Commerce and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department. 

° * * * + 4 

Sec. 2. Performance of functions of Secretary.—The Secretary of Commerce 
may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate 
authorizing the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or elipioyee, 
of the Department of Commerce of any function of the Secretary, including any 
function transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization 
plan. 

Plan No. 6 of 1950—Labor 


SECTION 1. Transfer of functions to the Secretary—(a) Except as otherwise 
provided in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the 
Secretary of Labor all functions of all other officers of the Department of Labor 
and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department. 

” ” 7. . € 7 . 

Sec. 2. Performance of functions of Secretary.—The Secretary of Labor may 
from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing 
the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the 
Department of Labor of any function of the Secretary, including any function 
transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization plan. 


Plan No. 26 of 1950—Treasury 


SEcTION 1. Transfer of functions to the Secretary.—(a) Except as otherwise 
provided in subsection (b) of this section, and subject to the provisions ot s_ b- 
section (c) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the Secretary of the 
Treasury all functions of all other officers of the Department of the Treasury 
and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department. 

. o © - * © * 

(Notre.—Sec. 1 (¢c) contains a limitation applicable to the Coast Guard). 

Sec. 2, Performance of functions of Secretary.—The Secretary of the Treasury 
may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate au- 
thorizing the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of 
the Department of the Treasury of any function of the Secretary, including any 
function transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization 
plan. 


Secretary Benson. Thank you very kindly, Mr. Chairman. 

‘The Cuairman. As I understand it, Mr. Secretary, your plan devi- 
ates from the Hoover c ommission in two respects: First, it authorizes 
the appointment of 2 additional Assistant Secretaries whereas the 
Hoover Commission recommends 1; and it also permits the establish- 
ment and alinement of the operational Department of Agriculture and 
8 major departments. It very closely follows the Hoover Commission 
aside from that. 

Secretary Benson. I think so. 

The CuHatrman. Is there someone from the Agriculture Committee 
who desires to interrogate the witness ¢ 

Mr. Poage. I had not intended to interrogate Mr. Benson, but I do 


appreciate the consideration given to our committee in allowing us 


to appear here. Of course I have been disturbed, as eve ‘rybody has 
who is peep in agriculture, as to just what sesillshe you wanted 
to oo. Vv this proposal. There must be something t hat is 


wanted, else you wouldn’t ask for this power. Would you mind telling 
us just what you propose to do when you get this power / 
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Secretary BENson. I expect to use it toward more effective and more 
efficient administration. As I indicated in the statement, it Is very 
difficult to establish a blueprint and spell out in detail just what you 
intend to do. In the first place, we are under obligation to consult 
with the Members of Congress, with farm leaders, and others to de- 
termine what is the best thing to do. We hope to have our Department 
under constant study for improvement as we go along. Of course, we 
will follow out the intent of this plan, because section 4 of the plan 
provides that before any major organization ¢ ‘hanges are made, public 
notice will be given to interested persons and groups. 

Mr. Poacr. That is what I am trying to get now, that notice, be- 
cause if we wait until after we have approved the plan, the notice is 
meaningless. The notice means something today, and you have given 
us notice you want some additional Secretaries, and I am for it. I 
want you to have them. In fact, everything you have asked for here, 
eve rything which you have named I want you to have, and I do not 
mean that I have any objection to any of the powers you want. I do 
not anticipate that I will have any ob jee tions to any of the things you 
may ask for, but I think you were right in saying that you proposed to 
consult with the Congress before these actions were taken. They are 
before us now. Ten days later they will be after the fact. Now before 
the fact, and in keeping with your suggestion of consultation, I ask 
what have you in mind ¢ 

There are only 6 agencies involved, and 2 of those are housekeeping 
agencies. Actually, the Bureau of Agricultural Economics is merely 
your own statistician, and your Solicitor is only your own lawyer. 
That leaves four agencies which deal with farmers that are involved 
in this program. Certainly you must have in mind that there will be 
some need for doing something in regard to those four agencies. Else 
you wouldn’t come up here and ask for a change of this kind if you 
did not h: ave in mind something that was needed. Of those agencies, 
the Farmers’ Home Administration and the Rural Electrification Ad- 
ministration have each been set up by Congress on a somewhat inde- 
pendent basis, and Congress by law said you should not have the au- 
thority to name the administrator of those two agencies. Maybe that is 
bad law. I don’t know but what it is. But it is the law. Congress has 
acted on that, so I assume in view of your statement that you did not 
want to tamper with the Farm Credit Administration because Con- 
gress has expressed a possibility that it might act, and that surely you 
wouldn’t have in mind setting aside the specific will of this Congress 
as already expressed. 

Am I right in saying that you did not intend to tamper with the 
Farmers’ Home Administration or the Rural Electrical Administra- 
tion ? 

Secretary Benson. I don’t know what you mean by “tamper with.” 

Mr. Poace. I beg your pardon for using that expression. I should 
say take any of the present functions of ‘those : agencies and transfer 
them elsewhere. 

Secretary Benson. Let me mention the Farmers’ Home Adminis- 
tration first. The question has been raised several times. It was 
raised before the Senate committee. Farm Credit Administration 
and Farmers’ Home Administration are two distinct agencies. One 
of them deals in what we call hard or sound credit and the other in 
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soft or emergen y type credit. I am on record before the Senate 
committee, and I would like to repeat my position here, that I have 
no intention whatever of dismantling the Farmers’ Home Administra 
tion. I feel that the Farm Credit Administration and the Farmers’ 


l 


Ilome Administration operate 1n different fields and that they are 


both needed. The Farm Credit Administration is i tended to extel d 
solid credit, while the Farmers’ Home Administration serves those 
who are not able to get credit from the usual credit agencies. I would 


question very much the wisdom of trying to consolidate those two 
men ies, 

I do not think I can go further than that now, Congressman Poa 
In the first place, while it is true we are asking for the authority today, 
I would not want to make any comment as to what I was going to do 
until I had an opportunity to draw in the appropriate people from 
the Congress, farm organizations, and others to study it, but my own 
feeling is that those two agencies should continue to operate very 
much as they are at the present time. 

On the question of the Rural Electrification Administration, I am 
very much interested in that program, although some people have ac- 
cused me of being otherwise. My boyhood goes back to the time where 
we did not have the telephone and the electric light. I will never 
forget the day we had the electric hght in our home. We went into 
the mountains and got the poles and strung the wire and had one 
technician to assist us. But it wasa great event when electricity came 
into that home. I have been tremendously interested in the Rurai 
Electrification Administration program and seeing it extended in 
other areas of the country. 

Mr. Poacr. One envisions a possibility of a situation that I am 
sure would not occur while you are Secretary, and I think it would 
only occur in the event that a Democratic Secretary should come into 
power. 

Secretary Benson. That may happen. 

Mr. Poace. But the Administrator of the Rural Electrification Ad- 
ministration is appointed for 10 years under the law. The new Sec- 
retary might say that he did not want to ask anybody to resign, but 
that he did not want the present Administrator to actually function. 
Would he not have the power under this plan to strip the present 
Administrator, Mr. Nelson, of all of his powers, transfer them to 
anybody else in the Department, and leave the man sitting there for 
10 years to simply draw his salary with no power whatsoever. 

Secretary Benson. I am a great believer in selecting the very best 
men possible, giving them authority and responsibility with a mini- 
mum of supervision and direction. I don’t know exactly what my 
authority would be over the Rural Electrification Administrator. I 
do know I have got a lot of confidence in the present Administrator or 
I would not have nominated him. 

Mr. Poacr. I want to say I have confidence in him. I understand 
he isa fine man. 

Secretary Benson. He has been associated with the Rural Electrifi- 
cation program for a number of years and I am sure he would do 
nothing to weaken the program, nor would I. I cannot conceive of a 
Secretary appointing a man to an important post and then stripping 
him of his power. 


ro 
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Mr. Po.ce. You won’t be Secretary for the next 10 years, and dur- 
ing that period of time changes might come about ‘where another 
Secret: iry may want to strip him of power. Doesn’t this plan give 
anybodv else an open door to strip him of all power and leave him 
sitting there ? 

The CHireman. During the next 5 years there will undoubtedly be 
other Congresses and they can retake any authority. 

Mr. Poace. But why do we have to do it that wav? You haven't 
suggested that you want to do a thing that I do not think is proper. 
I believe everything you have presented as a concrete plan is desirable, 
but when vou ask for powers that are not defined, and I do not mean 
you are holding out on us, but you have no idea that you want to use 
those powers, why ask for powers from the Congress that you do not 
have any idea of using ? 

The Cuarrman. May I call your attention to the fact that every time 
a reorganization bill came before the Congress, the Democratic Con- 
gresses had proposals that they give the Secretary or the Administra- 
tion an opportunity to make improvements. 

Secretary Benson. I would assume that. We have 20 agencies in 
the Department and we have only been trying to bring about greater 
efficiency and not dismantle them. There are, no doubt, improvements 
that can be made in the Rural Electrification Administration and the 
Farmers’ Home Administration and so forth. It is necessary that you 
have some authority before you can bring about improvements. I am 
sure the Congress doesn’t want the Secretary to spell out what he 


will do. 
The CHatrMan. Our committee has a 5-minute rule on the first round 


of questions. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you. I do not want to abuse my welcome, I 
appreciate the courtesies vou have extended to my committee. 

The CuarrmMan. We will come back to you again. 

Do yon have a question. Mr. McCormack ? 

Mr. McCormack. In the past reorganizations, we were given, by 
testimony in detailed form, what changes were involved. 

I remember in the Bureau of Internal Revenue, they had charts and 
we knew there was going to be an autonomous inspection service in 
the reorganization plan, and they had charts showing what the plans 
and changes were. 

I think the inguiry of Mr. Poage is well founded that I too feel that 
the Secretary, when he comes before the committee, should as far as 
he possibly can state what he has in mind with respect to the changes 
in the Department under the provisions of this plan if it is adopted. 

The Cuareman. I think that is perfectly proper, but my remarks 
are directed to the fact that we have not been able to get a complete 
picture of what they did intend to do, and I don’t think we will. 
It is impossible to give it, I think. 

Secretary Benson. We do not have in mind at this time any radi- 
cal or immediate changes in any of the agencies in the Department. 
Any changes that are made will be a gradual process and certainly 
after proper consultation. I certainly do not expect to make any 
revolutionary changes in any of the agencies of the Department. We 
do not have in mind any wholesale reorganization, but we do have in 
‘areful and continuing study of the operations of each 


mind a very 
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agency. Ihave no desire to cut down any important service to farmers. 

“We do get, from farmers from time to time, criticisms of some of the 
functions of our own agencies in the Department and we expect to 
look into them. Some of them say that there are too many Federal 
represent: itives visiting their farms and telling them what to do. 
The farmers are paying a good part of the load as taxpayers. I am 
anxious to see that reduced to the minimum without destroying what 
I call essential services to the farmers. 

If that means some better coordination or, consolidation in certain 
areas, then I would be in favor of it after proper consultation with 
Members of this Congress and with farm leaders and others concerned. 
It is a very difficult thing to pin-point at this time. We do have some 
ideas in mind but as yet they are very general and very nebulous. 
We haven’t had time to study them, to consult with the proper people 
in any detail regarding them. We do intend that this be a continu- 
ing thing, that it be gradu: al, and that it be done only after prolonged 
study and consultation with those concerned. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, might I ask a question there: Have you 
any particular plan now if this reorganization plan goes into effect ? 

I might say the other day, while my mind was open, I was quite 
sympathetic to it. 

Have you any particular plan now, Mr. Secretary, as to any changes 
that you could give the committee ? 

Secretary Benson. We have one on marketing particularly that I 
think I should mention, and there again we haven't compieted the 
blueprint at all. But it is our feeling, from what study we have 
made of the marketing work done in the Department, that we’re not 
carrying out fully the intent of the Congress when it passed the 
Marketing Act of 1946. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, what change would you have in mind ¢ 

Secretary Benson It will require some internal regrouping and re- 
oraganization affecting marketing services in the Department, in line 
with what the Congress rec ommended in that act. As ] say, we're just 
starting to study it. We have consulted with Congressman Hope and 
some others in the Committee on Agriculture, and we would hope to 
continue to consult with them before any plans were put in operation. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, I was very much interested. 

May I continue 

Mr. Rren_man. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. I was very much interested in your testimony 
about consulting; and consult means, of course, before the act was 
accomplished. 

Secretary Benson. There would be no point in doing it unless you 
did it before. 

Mr. McCormack. To get the benefit of the views of the Members 
of Congress, are you going to consult with Democratic members of 
the committee as well as Republicans ? 

Secretary Benson. Certainly. 

Mr. McCormack. All right. 

Secretary Benson. Why not? 

Mr. McCormack. I was just trying to get it for the record. 

Secretary Benson. The farm legisl: ation generally is bipartisan, 
Mr. Congress, and we would like to feel free to consult with Demo- 
cratic and Republican members. 
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Mr. McCormack, I think I can testify to that because I haven’t got 
a farmer in my district, but I have got a pretty good voting record 


on farm legislation. 


But d a you Co! ult w ith Mr. Cooley the other day up here before ? 
When you said you had consulted with Mr. Hope, had you consulted 
with Mr. Cooley 7 

secretary B NSON, | thi kK O the matter of the regrouping here 
we « 1 with both Democrats and Republicans, if I remember 


correctly. 


Mr. McCormack. But before you consulted with Mr. Hop —and 


t is proper that you should: I am not disp iting that, and we have a 
very eh regard for Mr. Hope’s opinion on my side of the aisle. 
| am sure they do on his side. He probably has more support at times 
on our side than he has on his own. But the other day when you con- 
ulted with him about this reorganization plan, before it came up, 

you also consult with Mr. Cooley or any other Democratic mem- 


of the committee ? 

mecretary Benson. I don’t recall that I consulted with anyone be- 
fore | prepared this statement, if that’s what you mean. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, maybe 1 misunderstood you. Did you con- 

lt with Mr. Hope? , 

Secretary Benson. I talked to him about this marketing matter, if 
that is what you mean. That is not specifically mentioned in my 
statement—— 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Secretary Benson. But I have discussed it with him, because, as I 
recall, he was sponsor of the legislation, and I have had a preliminary 
discussion with him on that matter. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, not to quibble—I am not going to quibble— 
you have stated and you now definitely state for the record that be- 
fore any changes take place, if this reorganization plan becomes 
effective, in ad ldition to consulting with others, on proper public 
notice, hearing on major matters, and so forth, you are going to con- 
sult with the Democratic members of the committee as well as the 
Republican members of the committee ? 

Secretary Benson. Well, I think, Congressman, certainly on any 
ms jor change propose «1 we would want to consult with the Re »publican 
and Democratic Members of the Congress. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, I said—— 

Secretary Benson. Now, you wouldn’t want us to do that on every 
minor change that was to be done from day to day. 

Mr. McCormack. I said major. 

Secretary Benson. On major changes; yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, what would you call a major change? 

Secretary Benson. I think this provision dealing with marketing, 
as we envision it, would be a major change. 

I think if we proposed the consolidation of any 2 agencies or any 
important functions of 2 agencies, that would be a major change. 

It is pretty hard to describe what is a major and what is a minor 
change. 

Mr. McCormack. I agree with that. I am just trying to get an 
understanding of what is in your mind. 

Secretary Benson. Our only reason for consulting is to get help. 
That is the reason I asked for that provision to be put in the plan; 
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and I would not have asked for it had I not thought it was going to 
be beneficial to the Secretar y. 

Mr. McCormack. I feel a thinking Secretary would do it anyway. 
It is a good thing to put in the plan; but if it wasn’t in there the argu 
ment it wasn’t in there wouldn’t impress me very much, because I think 
a Secret: ary Wo uld do it, anyway. However, | think it is a good thing 
to have it in there. 

I think the only important thing—I wouldn't say the only thing, 
but the important thing—in view of your statement that you are going 
to consult is: What do you mean by consult ¢ 

That means beforehand. You have established that. It means you 
are going to consult. 

When you happen to consult the committee, you are soing to consult 
Democratic as well as Republican members of the committee ? 

Secretary Benson. Yes: I would like to have that privilege, 7 J 
may. ‘That would be my intention. 

Mr. McCormack. What do you say, Mr. Poage? 

Mr. Poace. Yes. , 

Secretary Benson. I think Mr. Poage knows that. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, that is a definite promise that you 
make ? 

Secretary Benson. Yes; I would like to do that; surely. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, now 

sec reti uy Benson. When I say ‘consult the Members of the Con 
gress,” I mean representatives of both political parties. 

Mr. McCormack. You are not confined to members of the commit 
tee; but when you come up to the committee, the Committee on Agri- 
culture, for the purpose of consultation, without trying to unneces 
sarily limit you—I am not trying to do that, pinpoint you; but when 
you do consult—you are going to consult both sides ? 

Secretary Benson. I think my record indicates that, Mr. Congress 
man— 

Mr. McCormack. Well, that is 

Secretary Benson. And that is my intention. 

Mr. McCormack. | am not disputing that. 

Secretary Benson. No. 

Mr. McCormack. I am not disputing that. I am simply now try- 
ing to put you to a yes or no, and maybe these questions might be he ‘Ip- 
ful. I don’t know. You can either answer yes or no. When you have 
occasion to come up and consult members of the committee, you will 
consult the Democratic Members as well as the Republican Me mbers? 

Secretary Benson. Surely; I'll be happy to. 

Mr. Rrentman. Mr. Hope, do you have some questions ? 

Mr. Horr. Mr. Chairman, I wouldn’t want to deprive any members 
of this committee of an opportunity to ask questions. 

Mr. Rren_~man. Well, we have—— 

Mr. Horr. The time is getting short. I would like to have the other 
members of the committee ask whatever questions they wish to ask, I 
have some questions, but—— 

Mr. RreHuMan. Well, we have deferred to the distinguished mem 
bers of the Agriculture Committee because this is a matter that per- 
tains to that committee and its actual operation. Therefore, we were 
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anxious to have the members on that committee have an opportunity 
to ask questions. 

Mr. Hourrretp. Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to yield my time to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. Rrenvuman. If there is no objection, you may proceed, Mr. 
Hope, because we yielded to Mr. Poage, who was the first man to 
interrogate the Secretary. 

Mr. Horr. Well, Mr. Secretary, I just want to see if you interpret 
this reorganization plan the same way as I do. Isn’t the basic funda- 
mental proposition contained in this reorganization plan a shifting of 
authority from some of the agencies directed to you as Secretary of 
Agriculture ? 

In other words, at the present time, although you are Secretary of 
Agriculture, you do not have full authority over some of the agencies; 
you do over most of them, - over some of them so, basically, this plan 
makes you. the Secretary of Agriculture in fact by tr insferring all 
powers and functions that are vested in the different agencies in the 
Department to you, and my question is: Isn’t that provision the funda- 
mental thing about this plan? 

Secretary Benson. Yes: that is my understanding, Congressman 
Hope. It gives me the same authority over all of the agencies of the 
Department, with the exception of those excluded specifically, that I 





now have over some. 

Mr. Hopr. Yes, and isn’t. it exactly the same authority, same trans- 
fer of authority and functions, that has been put in effect by several 
of the reorganization plans, including six other Cabinet departments 
which have been approved by Congress? 

Secretary Benson. Yes; I think that is right. In fact, I think this 
plan has in it 1 or 2 safeguards not in the other plans. I mean safe- 
guards from the standpoint of the Congress. 

Mr. Horr. Yes: that is true. 

As a necessary incidence, of course, to this transfer of power, there 
are some other features of the plan that are designed to safeguard it. 
One of them, of course, relates to the transfer of funds, of which ap- 
propriations would be a necessary accompaniment of any transfer of 
functions or powers: but there are some safeguards included in that 
provision in the reorganization pli in. 

Another incidental provision is one which gives you some additional 
Assistant Secretaries, which I think evervone has agreed is a very 
sound provision. I have heard no objection to that particular pro- 
vision of the plan. 

Then, also, as an incident to the authority and in order to enable 
you to conduct the affairs of the Department and use your authority 
in the most effective and efficient way, you are given the power to re- 
delegate the functions which you now have and which are given to you 
through agencies in the Department as you see fit. 

Now, you are asked at this time to say what you are going to do with 
those powers that are given to you; and, as I said the other day, as I 
have said before, I think if you have a plan right now by which you 
do know what you are going to do, if you find you can tell the commit- 
tee—but in asking you ‘that question, what you are really being asked 
is how you are going to conduct the affairs of the Department for the 
next 4 years; isn’t that essentially true? 
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Secretary Benson. Yes; it seems to me, Congressman, that this is 
not a time for haste, but deliberation. If this authority is granted, 
the Secretary ought to approach it very carefully and make no move 
until he has had time to study each agency very carefully. 

Mr. Horr. Now, this would be a good, sound recewanimatiin plan, 
thoroughly in line with and in harmony with recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission that just gave you the functions which existed 
in some of the agencies of the Department and which you do not 
have as the head of the De ypartment, would it not é 

Secretary Benson. Yes; that’s right. It is not only in line with the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission, but it’s in line with the 
recommendations m: ace by the special committee which we set up and 
also by the President’s National Agricultural Advisory Committee, 
which is a bipartisan committee. 

Mr. Horr. Yes. 

Well, it is in line with all of the recommendations that I know that 
have been made by any group or organization or committee which has 
gone into this question of Government reorganization. I do not know 
of any of them which have not come up with the proposition that the 
head of every Cabinet de pi irtment ought to possess the authori ity to do 
the job, to do the work, and that there ought to be a straight line of 
authority coming down from him to the various agencies within the 
Department. It all ought to rest up at the top, and he should be 
in control of all of the agencies of the Department, and that is the 
basic feature of this reorganization plan, as I understand it. 

Now. a while ago 

Mr. McCormack. Would you yield right there, Mr. Hope? 

Mr. Horr. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, we have had the benefit of all this testi 
mony, and I am not saying it is going to influence me in my vote 
because I have heretofore said, after studyi ing it, even before the hear 
ing started, I was sympathetic to it, because I believe in the delega- 
tion of power under broad directions—that is, broad regulations or 
authority on the part of the legislature of the broad outline for the 
exercise of those powers—but in every reorganization plan we have 
they came up with their proposal, their immediate proposal, or reor- 
ganization and I think the record should show that, at least as far as 
I am concerned, the difference between the Secretary of Acriculture 
and this particular reorganization and previous ones is that they sub 
mitted definite evidence as to what their immediate reorganization 
was going to be and in this particular case we haven't got definite 
evidence as to an immediate reorganization. 

Now, I am not saying- 

Secretary Benson. May I comment on that? 

Mr. McCormack. I am not saying I am against that— 

Secretary Benson. No; no. 

Mr. McCormack. I believe in giving authority. 

Secretary Benson. But I think, Congressman, in the other plans 


they did not submit a blueprint. 
You mentioned one—the one exception—the Internal Revenue plan. 


May I have the privilege of calling on the Solicitor to talk on that 
point, because he has ms ide a study, a very careful study, of it? 
Mr. Rren_Man. Yes, sir. 
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Secretary Benson. Mr. Loos—Karl Loos. 

Mr. Rienitman. Will you identify yourself for the record, please? 

Mr. Loos. Mr. Chairman, I am Karl Loos, Solicitor for the De- 
partment of Agi iculture. 

I think what Secretary Benson has in mind in connection with the 
Internal Revenue Bureau plan, which was plan No. 1 of 1951, is that 
that was a specific plan that did set forth specific changes that were to 
be made and was what you might call a blueprint plan. It is 1 of 2 
of the 28 plans that. have become effective under the Reorganization 
Act of 1949 that was specific. 

The other specific plan was plan No. 14 of 1950, I believe, setting 
up labor standards enforcement. That was also a specific plan. 

But the Bureau of Internal Revenue plan, although it was specific, 
did contain a broad provision making it clear that the authorities and 
functions should be vested in the Secretary of the Treasury and not 
in the specific agencies or offices that were set up in the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue plan; and the Secretary of the Treasury already had 
authority pursuant to plan No. 26 of 1950, which was then in effect, 
and is still in effect, to make redelegation and redistribution of 
functions. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, that wasn’t the question I raised. 

Mr. Loos. Now. I think the question you raised —— 

Mr. McCormack. The question— 

Mr. Loos. What I have said was what the Secretary had in mind. 
The question you raised, Mr. McCormack, I think, was that in the 
testimony in support of some of these other plans there was something 
said in the record—— 

Mr. McCormack. Well, that is the point I had—— 

Mr. Loos. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. That is, that when they came up in support of 
the plan, they were able to give us evidence of an immediate reorgan- 
ization that they had in mind. 

Mr. Loos. In some of the plans, that is true—that there was that in 
the testimony. But the plan itself contained no specific statement or 
no limitation, but was comprised of these broad provisions of transfer 
to the head of the Department and a continuing authority in the 
head of the Department to delegate his functions. 

Mr. McCormack. I think we have a meeting of the minds. 

Mr. Rreutman. Would the gentleman from Massachusetts yield? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes: I am through. 

Mr. Rreniman. I think the specific plan that we have been think- 
ing about—had in detail a greater outline of what they intended to 
do—was the Internal Revenue Department. The rest of them were 
in some detail, but I don’t recall any of them that carried out the 
length that they did in bringing up the plan for the Department of 
Internal Revenue, and there was certainly some latitude left to the 
administrator or the Secretary to carry on the program. 

Now, I don’t think we got in detail from any of the other depart- 
ments anywhere near that amount of information. 

Mr. McCormack. I think that is true, except in every one of them 
we got some detailed information. 

Mr. Rirniman. Well, we have some here this morning, but not—— 

Mr. McCormack. Not much. 
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Mr. Rieutman. But not apparently to satisfy some people. 

Mr. McCormack. I am not going to say it isn’t enough to satisfy 
me. I don’t want to have the record show, by my questions, or I don't 
want to convey in the record, a misunderstanding as to my onetaiae 
because I am one of the few Members of Congress who believes in a 
delegation of power to effectively carry out desired objectives; and I 
am glad to note my ” ‘pub lican friends are coming tomy way of think 


ing’ at this particula ‘time. 
Mr. Horr. ering me, if I may resume. 
Is it not my understanding that these other plans, similar plans—I 


am speaking about the six now—concerning other executive depart 
ments, Which have been approved by Congress—they went a little fur 
ther, but they cover substantially the same authority as contained 
this plan, « xcept this plan limits the authority more than those plans 
did? 

l haven't h ida chance to oo through the hearings Wh the case of the 
other agencies, but the clerk has handed me a bound volume contain 
ing all of the hearings, and I turn to the first one in the book, which 
nemgeane $0 9 Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1950, relating to the or 

ganization of the De partment of Commerce, and I was interested 
seeing what Secretary Sawver said at that time as to what he had in 


mind specifically and I want to read just 36 of paragr aphs here, 
because it is very apropos, I think, of what we are talking about now. 
Here is what he says—and I am re: ina tee anal 5 of the hearings: 


I do not, as a practical matter, contemplate any major or significant changes, 
as I stated a while ago, by law; neither do we contemplate or foresee any large 
changes in the administration of presently legal responsibilities 

There are a few areas of bureau discretion where we shall undoubtedly require 
departmental approval of certain major policy actions as a matter of adminis 





trative orderliness. For example, we may wish to require that the National 
Airport plan be approved by the Secreti iry before it is formally transmitted to 
Congress, as required by law Ba ’ however, it is expected that the 
individual bureaus wil! continue ua enane e substant ally as they ire now 


The only immediate transfer which we are presently considering, if this plan 
becomes law, is that relating to the Division of Commercial Standards of the 
National Bureau of Standards. For some time there has been pending a pro 
posal for the tr: = sfer of this Division to the Office of Domestic Commerce. The 
Director of the National Bureau of Standards, himself, has pressed for this. The 
transfer would. involve only about 30 employees. While no final decision has 
been made, there does seem to be some basis for placing this operation in a 
promotional rather than retaining it in a scientific agency. 

Reorganization Pian No. 5 would permit the Secretary to make this kind 
of organizational adjustment 


Now, that is what the Secretary of Commerce said at the time that 
he was before this committee in 1950, and he, also, makes another 
statement that I think is very much in line with what we are talking 
about now, as to just what the effective reorganization plan is, and 
I would like to read that, Mr. Chairman, if there is no objection. He 
Says: 

The whole question, it seems to me, is this 


Mr. Dawson. Would you mind giving us the page? 

Mr. Horr. Yes; that is page 23-—the same section here. 

The whole question, it seems to me, is this: As the Congressman suggested 
here a while ago, if you are undertaking to apply the thesis of the Hoover Com- 


mission, which is that there should be a direct line of authority from the head 
man on down to the lowest man, you have got to do it. You cannot make excep- 
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tions. You cannot come in and say, “We are in favor of this plan except for 
the Patent Office,” or “except for something else 7 

My feeling is that at some point you must put responsibility in the officials 
who are running the particular job. If they do not do the job, the thing to do 


is to kick them out; but they should be given the power as well as the respon- 
sibilitv—and though I do not m to be familiar with others, I am familiar 
with the theory of this plan and the theory of this plan is that I shall have the 
right to run my Department as I wish, or as I direct, because I am the head of 
it: and IT should he g en the power to do that 

Now, personally, that strikes me as very sound theory 


I think that is a very good statement on behalf of this plan as 
well as any of the other departments, the Department of Commerce, 
or any other plan. 

So, Mr. Cl “airman, if IT might just take another moment or two—— 

Mr. RreutmMan. You may 

Mr. Horr. I came in while Mr. Poage was questioning you, and I 
am not sure I understand the question but, from the answer, I under- 
stood him to ask you if you contemplated merging the Farmers’ 
Home Administration with the Farm Credit Administration. Was 
that question asked ? 

Secretary Benson. I don’t think directly. 

Mr. Horr. Well—— 

Mr. Poacr. The question amounted to the same thing. 

Secretary Benson. I assumed he had that in mind. So, I com- 
mented on it. 

Mr. Horr. Well, I simply want to point out that couldn’t be done 
under this particular plan because the Farm Credit Administration is 
excepted from this plan. So, there is no way that consolidation could 
be effected under this eo ir pl in. 

I know 2 years ago, or 3 years ago, when the other proposal was up 
before the committee. Nat ion: al Grange, or one of the other organiza- 
tions did raise that objection because the Farm Credit Administration 
was not excepted at that time, and I think it was a very good point; 
but it certainly is not one that could be carried out if this plan goes into 
effect. 

Now, I would like to ask this one question, because I think it is a 
question that is bothering more members of the Committee on Agri- 
culture than any other question, when they think about the powers that 
might be used under that plan, either now or in the future, and that is: 
What is going to be done with the Soil Conservation Service ? 

That hasn’t been gone into, has it ? 

Mr. Poacr. No: we had not reached that item. 

Secretary Benson. No; it hasn’t. 

Mr. Horr. There has been talk, as we all know, and there has been 
discussion, and we have had bills before Congress that would affect 
the Soil Conservation Service, and the most controversial suggestion 
nl has been made has been the work of the Soil Conservation Service 

e turned over to the Extension Service; and, without asking you to 
‘ ris yourself on that matter, unless you care to do so, I would like 
to ask you: What is your general feeling on the question of whether 
action agencies, like the Soil Conservation Service, should be con- 
solidated or merged with the educational agencies like the Extension 
Service ? 

Secretary Benson. Well, Congressman Hope, I’ve always looked 
upon the Extension Service as being primarily an educational agency, 
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and Soil Conservation and PMA are action agencies. It has always 
seemed to me that these action agencies and educational agencies have 
a diferent function and, therefore, the work ought to be done in sep- 
arate org: nizations, se parate agenc ies. 

The soil conservation district setup, as you well know, is provided 
under State law. ‘This plan would not atlect those districts or give 
the secretary any author ity over the Mm. 

It is certainly my feeling at the present that the soil-conservation 
program should continue very much as it is. I think it’s very im- 
portant, very essential, and it seems to me it ought to continue as an 
Independence agency. 

(At this point Mr. Brownson assumed the chair.) 

Mr. Horr. Well, that— 

Secretary Benson. 1 don’t see anything | in particular to be gained 
by trying to consolidate those two agencies, 

We have had a few complaints trom the field that there is some 
ove rlap ping at the county and State levels. Now ~ we hope to study 
that very carefully; but, generally speaking, it seems to me that it 
may not be practical to try to absorb Soil Conservation into Extension 
wv Extension into Soil Conservation. 

Mr. Hore. Well, as a matter of fact, isn’t it true that, excepting in 
a few instances, where personalities have entered into the situation, 
there is a very fine working relationship now between Extension and 
the Soil Conservation Service and between Extension and other 
uctive agencies ? 

Secretary Br NSON. Yes; I think on the whole the relationship is 
excellent. ‘I know it’s excellent at the Department level. In our own 
Department of Agriculture the relationship is very fine; and I 
think, generally speaking, it is throughout the various States and 
counties. 

Mr. Horr. I know of no exception in my State. There is abso- 
lutely the finest kind of cooperation, and no friction and no over- 
lapping, and the agents are working togethe “i and my impression is 


that exists in most cases, and the possibility exists in most cases. We 
know it can exist in all cases if the matter is appeouated the proper 
way. 


Mr. Chairman, I think that concludes the questions I wanted to ask. 

Mr. Brownson (presiding). Thank you, Mr. Hope. 

Now, we will hear from our colleague on the committee, the gentle- 
man from North Carolina, Mr. Fountain, the author of the resolution 
of disapproval. 

Mr. Founrarn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee. 

Mr. Benson, I would like to preface some questions I might ask with 
a comment. 

I, personally, do not feel that this kind of legislation should be 
passed by default. 

I gave quite a little study to Reorganization Plan No. 1 dealing with 
the I ‘ederal Security Agency, not as much as I have given this plan. 

I personally felt, and my mind was still open to conviction ited 
it, that this is such far-reaching legislation that a resolution of dis- 
approval should be introduce ed in the absence of an informal hearing, 
which we haven’t had, giving the members of this committee and the 
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Members of Congress an opportunity to express themselves upon it 
and to debate its merits and demerits. 

I woul ; like to say, to show the nonpartisan way in which [I intro- 
duced it, I did not know how any member of the North Carolina 
delegation, the State from which I come, felt about this plan, nor a 
member of the minority of this committee other than myself, and I 
would like to say also that it in no w ay involves pe rsonalities. 

I believe I h: ud the p yleasure of meeting you for the first time this 
morning. 

Secretary By wson. That is correct. 

Mr. Founrarn. I want to say, from what I have heard and what I 
have read, I believe you are an honest man, sincere man, and an able 
man— 

Secretary Benson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Founrary. And that you will endeavor, with all of your capac- 
ities, to carry out the law and to do that which you think is for the best 
interests of not only the farmers but all of the people of America. 

It is a matter of principle with me as to how far Congress is going 
in the direction of continued centralization of power in the hs ands of 

i few people, however honorable their intentions may be; the extent 
to which Congress is going to delegate its legislative authority with- 
out the opportunity of vetoing any plan or proposal which might be 
offered. 

I have spent many hours—I might say days—going through the 
Reorganization Act of 1949, reading it word for word, phr ase for 
phrase, and sentence for sentence, and I am convinced now, in my 
own thinking, notwithstanding the opinion of your Solicitor, that 
there is no authorization in the Reorganization Act of 1949 for this 
particular plan; and, with that thought in mind, IT should like to ask 
you a few questions in particular about the plan and certain questions 
with respect to the Reorganization Act of 1949. 

I was hoping the members of the majority committee would have 
an opportunity to hear these questions. 

Do you have a copy of the Reorganization Act of 1949? 

wonder if you would pase these around to the members. 

I have underlined in each of these copies—the Reorganization Act 
of 1949. as extended—those thines which T consider pe rtinent in mak- 
ing a determination as to whether or not this plan complies even with 
the letter, the intent, or the spirit of the Reorganization Act. 

May I invite your attention, Mr. Benson, to section 8 of the Reor- 
eanization Act, which you will find on page 4. 

(Sec. 8 is a follows:) 


MATTERS DEEMED TO BE REORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 8. For the purposes of this Act the term “reorganization” means any 
transfer, consolidation, coordination, authorization, or abolition, referred to in 
section 3. 

Secretary Benson. Yes; I have it. 

Mr. Founrarn. Section 8 reads as follows: 

For the purposes of this Act the term “reorganization” means any transfer, 
consolidation, coordination, authorization, or abolition, referred to in section 3. 


Now, in that section 8 you have the definition of reorganization, 
but it hinges upon the content of section 3. 
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Now, I will ask you to go to section 3. 
(Sec. 3 is as follows :) 


REORGANIZATION PLANS 


Sec. 3. Whenever the President, after investigation, finds that 
(1) the transfer of the whole or any part of any agency, or of the whole 
or any part of the functions thereof, to the jurisdiction and control of any 
other agency; or 
(2) the abolition of all or any part of the functions of any agency; or 
(3) the consolidation or coordination of the whole or any part of any 
agency, or of the whole or any part « the functions thereof, with the whole 
or any part of any other age ey or the functions thereof; or 
(4) the consolidation or coordination of any agency or the functions 
thereof with any other part of the same agency or the functions thereof; or 
(5) the authorization of any officer to delegate any of his functions; or 
(6) the abolition of the whole or any part of any agency which agency or 
part does not have, or upon the taking effect of the reorganization plan Will 
not have any functions, 
is necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes of section 2 (a), he shall 
prepare a reorganization plan for the making of the reorganizations as to which 
he has made findings and which he includes in the plan, and transmit such plan 
(bearing an identifying number) to the Congress, together with a declaration 
that, with respect to each reorganization included in the plan, he has found that 
such reorganization is necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes ot 
section 2 (a). The delivery to both Houses shall be on the same day and shall 
be made to each House while it is in session, The President, in his message 
transmitting a reorganization plan, shall specify with respect to each abolition 
of a function included in the plan the statutory authority for the exercise of 
such function, and shall specify the reduction of expenditures (itemized so far 
as practicable) which it is probable will be brought about by the taking effect 
of the reorganizations included in the plan. 

Section 3 gives a list of the reorganizations, one or more of which 
are to be set forth in the President’s reorganization plan, whenever 
the President, after investigation finds that. 

Now, he has to find that in accordance with the definition of reor- 
ganization in section 8. 

I want to ask you this: Can you point out in the President’s Reor- 
ganization Plan No. 2 just one of the reorganizations contained in sec- 
tion 5¢ 

And I ask you to read through that. Can you find one of the re 
organizations contained in section 3? 

Mr. Brownson. If the gentleman will yield briefly at the point, I 
would like to ask unanimous consent that at the point where the gen- 
tleman first referred to section 8, the whole of section 8 shall be printed 
in the record, and at that point where the gentleman refers to section 
3 that the whole section 3 shall be printed in the record. Without 
objection, so ordered. 

Secretary Benson. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would 
like to ask Mr. Karl] Loos, who has studied the legal aspects of this, to 
comment on Congressman Fountain’s question, please. 

Mr. Brownson. That is all right, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Loos. Mr. Fountain, our view of the answer to your question is 
this: That section 1 of the plan, which transfers to the Secretary the 
functions not now vested in him, is authorized and is pursuant. to 
paragraph 1 of section 3 of the act, which provides for the transfer 
of the whole or any part of the functions of an agency to the jurisdic- 
tion of any other agency, if you consider that the Secretary is an 
agency. 
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In this connection 

Mr. Fountatn. That is the point I made, Mr. Loos. 

Mr. Loos. In this connection, we should consider that section 7 de- 
fines the term “agency” as meaning any executive department, agency, 
council, independent establishment, Government corporation, board, 
bureau, division, service, office, officer, authority, administration, or 
= establishment. 

), the Secretary of Agriculture is an agency within the meaning of 
the act, the Department of Agriculture is an agency and any of the 
various bureaus or divisions, or whatever they may be called, within 
the Department are also agencies, as that term is used in the act. 

So, when the plan authorizes the transfer of functions from the 
Department and from its officers and divisions to the Secretary, that 
is an action in accordance with and pursuant to paragraph 1 of section 
3 of the act. 

Then, paragraph 4 of section 3 also authorizes the consolidation or 
coordination of any part of any agency or the functions thereof with 
anv other part of the same agency or the functions thereof. 

Now, it has been followed uniformly in all of these reorganization 
plans that any consolidation within an agency is approached through 
this paragraph 4 of section 3 of the act by transferring functions to 
the head of the department and then authorizing that head to redele- 
gate or redistribute those functions: and, so. both section 1 of the plan 
and section 4 of the plan, which relates to the redelegation of author- 
itv by the Secretary, are authorized by and are pursuant to the au- 
thority contained in paragraph 4 of section 3 of the act. 

Then paragraph 5 of section 3 of the act also authorizes the provision 
contained in paragraph 4 of the plan, which is the delegation of 
authority. 

Paragraph 5 of section 3 of the act refers to “the authorization of 
anv officer to delegate any of his functions.” 

When section 4 of the plan authorizes the Secretary to delegate his 
functions or provide for the performance of those functions by any 
other office, agency, and so forth, of the De IpArtnent, that is pursuant 
to and authorized by paragraph 5 of section 3 of the act. 

Mr. Fountarn. Then, it is your opinion that each of the items 
referred to in section 3 contemplates a possible transfer to a Depart- 
ment head in view of the definition of agency which you referred to 
in one of the other sections? 

Mr. Loos. Paragraph 1 section 3—not each of the items of section 3. 

Mr. Founratn. Now, you will notice section 8 defines reorganization 
as being those things referred to in section 3. You will admit that 
there is nothing in section 3 which authorizes a transfer by the Presi- 
—_ of any of the functions to a department head, only from one 
agency to another or within an agency. 

ae. Loos. I didn’t quite get that. 

Mr. Fountary. Authorize the President to transfer the functions 
of an agency toa — urtment head, unless the term “agency,” which 
you referred to, is broad enough to include a department head. 

Mr. Loos. The term “agency,” is specifically defined as including an 
officer. The Secretary would be an officer 





Secretary Benson. Of an executive department. 
Mr. Loos. Of an executive department. 








REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 103 


I don’t quite get your question. 

Of course, the P reside ‘nt doesn’t have the authority separate and 
apart from the plan, but he has the authority by tr ansmitting or sub- 
mitting a plan to the Congress to provide in that plan for these trans- 
fers. 

Mr. Fountain. All right. 

I will ask you, Mr. Loos, to turn to section 4—— 

Mr. Loos. Of the act or the plan? 

Mr. Founrarn. Of the Reorganization Act, which says: “Any re- 
organization plan transmitted by the President under section 3,” which 
we have already discussed, “shall change, in such cases as he deems 
necessary, the name of any agency,” and so forth. 

Does Reorganization Plan No. 2 change the name of any agency 

Mr. Loos. No; it doesn’t. 

Mr. Founrain. Does it designate the name of any agency # 

Mr. Loos. Sir? 

Mr. Fountain. Does it designate the name of any agency resulting 
from a reorganization and as the title of its head ¢ 

Mr. Loos. No; there is no change in names of agencies, and there is 
no designation of any renamed agency 

Of course, the requirement “shall change” is modified by “in such 
cases as he deems necessary”—and I take it the President didn’t deem 
it necessary in this plan to change the name of any agency. 

Mr. Founratn. Mr. Loos, section 11 reads as follows: 

Each reorganization plan which shall take effect shall be printed in the Statutes 
at Large in the same volume as the public laws, and shall be printed in the 
Federal Register. 

Do you feel that Congress ever intended that any such law as Re- 
organization Plan No. 2 should be published in the public laws ¢ 

Mr. Loos. Certainly. That is exactly 

Mr. Fountain. Do you think the average individual or the average 
layman could look into the public laws and tell what Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 would do to the overall operations of the Department 
of Agriculture ¢ 

Mr. Loos. It certainly lays down the lines of authority, and it’s 
exactly the same as the six other plans for the reorganization of the 
executive de ‘pi irtments which have become effective. It contains the 
same provisions as are contained in the 9 other pl ans of reorganiza- 
tion which have become effective relating to jevdeamlaadien of com- 
missions and boards; and the only other plans of reorganization that 
have become effective under the 1949 act are 11 plans contemplating 
the transfer of certain functions from one agency to another agency, 
or from one department to another agency, or from an independent 
status to another agency, and in each one of those the functions are 
vested in the head of the agency to which the transfer is made and 
authority is given, continuing authority, to redelegate and redistribute 
those functions. 

o, this plan is exactly the same as all the other 28 plans that have 
become effective, with the exception of the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
Plan No. 1 of 1951 and plan No. 14 of 1950, relating to labor standards 
enforcement, which were specific. The others have all contained these 
general provisions and are the same type of reorganization plan inso- 
far as the transfer of functions to the head of the department and con- 
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tinuing authority in that head to delegate those functions is con- 
cerned—in those respects is the same as all the other 26 plans that 
have became effective. 

Mr. Founrarn. Well, of course, I am not familiar with the previous 
reorganization plans. My responsibility just began here at this ses- 
sion of Congress, and I am convinced, in my own thinking, that all 
plans which were identical to this plan are a violation of the spirit 
and intent of the aeereroneres Act. 

I do not believe there are in Reorganization Plan No. 2 or in Re- 
organization Plan No. 1 the necessary spec ifies which are required by 
the spirit and the intent of the Reorganization Act of 1949. 

Now, I want to invite your attention also to subsection (a) of sec- 
tion 3. In other words, reading there, we can go back to section 3: 

Whenever the President, after investigation, finds that— 
and then he may find 1 or more of the 6 items outlined there— 


is necessary to accomplish 1 or more of the purposes of section 2 (a), he shall 
prepare a reorganization plan for the making of the reorganizations 


that word is plural— 
as to which he has made findings and which he includes in the plan. 


I want to ask you if, in your opinion, Reorganization Plan No. 2 
includes any reorganizations 

Mr. Loos. Yes; it does. It includes section 1 (a). the transfer of 
functions to the Secretary, which is a reorganization as defined by 
paragraph 1 of section 3. 

It also includes, as section 4, the delegation of functions or the pro- 
vision for performance of functions by other officers, which is a reor- 
ganization as defined by paragraph 5 of section 5 of the act. 

soth of these also comprise together a consolidation of any part 
of an agency, or the functions thereof, as defined by paragraph 4 of 
iii aebtaaaes. 

Then, of course, there are in addition—which might be termed 
reorganizations—the provision for the additional Assistant Secretaries 
and the provision for the Administrative Assistant Secretary; and 
then section 5 of the plan, entitled “Incidental Transfers,” is a pro- 
vision that is authorized and, in fact, called for by section 4, subsections 
>and 4, of the act. 

Mr. Fountain. I would like to invite your attention now to section 
10, which reads: 

The appropriations or portions of appropriations unexpended by reason of the 
operation of this Act shall not be used for any purpose, but shall be impounded 
and returned to the Treasury. 

I noticed one of the, what I consider minor, differences between this 
plan and plan No. 4 of 1950 is provision for the transfer of unexpended 
funds so that they might be used for the purposes for which they were 
intended. 

Now, if there is a transfer of functions from one agency to another, 
or a consolidation of agencies, is it not possible that one function may 
be subordinated to another, or that a function, one or more, may not 
be exercised, so that the funds may not be spent for the purposes for 
which they are appropriated—and I have in mind no particular 
Secretary—and would automatically revert to the Treasury ? 
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Mr. Loos. That is possible. If they were not expended, they would 
revert to the Treasury. They couldn't be expended for any other 
purpose. 

But I would like to call attention to the fact that section 4, sub 
section 4, of the act does specifically provide for the transfer of un 
expended balances of appropriations and of other funds available 
for use in connection with any function that is transferred or other 
wise affected by a reorganizat ion, 

So, it is contemplated that appropriations will be transferred with 
the functions, and it is contemplated, of course, that the functions will 
be performed. 

Now, failure to perform the functions, I think, would be a violation 
of the intent of Congress in—let me put it this way: That the failure 
to perform a function after it was transferred from one agency in the 
Department to another would be just as much a violation of the act 
or the will of Congress as failure to perform it in the agency in which 
it was first vested. 

I don’t think the reorganization plan gives the transferee agency 
any right to ignore the act of Congress or the will of Congress. 

Mr. Founrarn. Except that the head of the transferee agency may 
be more interested in the functions of his own agency and less inter- 
ested in the functions which are transferred to him, so that, not neces 
sarily by a willful violation but by indifference or because of a greater 
interest in his own organization he might not carry out fully the func 
tions which were originally assigned to the other transferor agency by 
congressional legislation. 

Mr. Loos. Well 

Mr. Fountain. That’s right, isn’t it? 

Mr. Loos. I think any transfer of functions doesn’t in any way af 
fect the character of the function or the nature of the function, and 
that there’s just as much duty on any officer or agency of the Depart 
ment to perform the function whether it is a transferred function or 
whether it remains in the agency where it was vested. 

Now, it might be the transferee would have less interest in it. Of 
course, it is also possible that a new head of the old agency might be 
installed who would have less interest. 

I don’t think there is any more danger of failure to perform or to 
give full performance under this reorganization plan than there is 
without the reorganization plan. 

Mr. Founrarn. Thank you, Mr. Loos. 

Mr. Horr. Will you yield? 

Mr. Fountain. Yes. 

Mr. Horr. The inference, as I gather your questions, is the Secre 
tary might attempt to sabotage some of the operations of the De part 
ment by transferring them from one agency which is doing them well 
to another agency which wouldn’t do them so well. 

Now, it seems to me that would be a rather roundabout way for the 
Secretary to take. If that was his objective, he could remove the 
person from the job who was doing the job so well and appoint a man 
who was doing a rather poor job or a different kind of job. He would 
not have to use the functions or the operations of the Reorganization 
Act to bring about that result, would he? 
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Mr. Fountain. Mr. Hope, I intended no such inference, although 
that is always that possibility when anyone has too much power. I 
was simply trying to say since a Secretary has innumerable reson- 
sibilities and must delegate to his subordinate many of those respon- 
sibilities, oftentimes he may not be in a position to keep in touch with 
everything that is going on and, with the lapse of time, someone to 
whom he has delegated functions might, because of a lack of interest 
in the programs those functions were designed to carry out cause them, 
or permit them to become dormant and concealed from the attention of 
Congress. Consequently Congress changing makeup from time to 
time might forget that those functions were authorized for a particu- 
jar purpose. Hence important congressional policy could be affected. 

Now I would like to ask Mr. Benson a few more questions. 

Mr. Loos. Mr. Fountain, may I just make one observation before 
you proce Ce | ¢ 

Mr. Fountain. Yes. 

Mr. Loos. I would like to say all these plans, including this plan, 
before being submitted to Congress have been ap] roved and passed 
upon for legality by the Attorney General—and that applies to all 28 
of the plans which have become effective, as well as this plan. 

Mr. Fountrarn. Thank you, Mr. Loos. I am glad to get that in- 
formation. 

Mr. Benson, have you ever stated that the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture has previously had too much authority ? 

Secretary Benson. Mr. Fountain, may I say, first, I appreciate the 
kind things you have said about the present Secretary. 

Mr. Fountain. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Benson. I hope that my service will merit your continued 
confidence. 

Of course, I don’t remember exactly what I have said on every oc- 

casion, but I do remember distinctly that I said IT was very much 
wayeiiand to find the great. responsibility and authority vested in one 
office, namely, the Secretary of Agriculture. It’s enough to almost 
stagger any person as he becomes familiar with the authority that 
has been centered in that office; and certainly were it not necessary in 
order to carry out the responsibility which is mine I would not be 
inclined to ask for any more authority. 

Mr. Fountarn. Then, you admit, despite the staggering authority 
and responsibility which you now have, that if this plan is not re- 
jected, and the President requested to submit aiotiadet your respon- 
sibility and your authority will be much greater? 

Secretary Benson. I think probably the responsibility will be no 
greater, but the authority to carry out that responsibility will be 
more adequate. 

Mr. Fountarn. Well, now, when you say “adequate”—TI can natur- 
ally appreciate the fact that if I am supposed to do a job and I feel 
that I need certain authority to do it, I would want that authority, 
and yet I might possibly overlook the grave and dangerous possibili- 
ties in the future when some other person might not think too much 
in terms of his responsibilities but in terms of what he can do to carry 
out his own will, which may not be the will of the Members of the 
Congress who have acted and who have set these agencies up and have 
outlined the functions which they want these agencies to perform for 
specific purposes. 
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Now, Mr. Benson, were you opposed to plan No. 4 of 1950, which 
was rejec ‘ted by the Senate ¢ 

Secretary Benson. 1 was not acquainted with -_ plan. I had no 
occasion to study it and become familiar with it, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Fountain. Well, you have had occasion to aa that plan since 
this plan was submitted. . 

Secretary Benson. Only very casually. Iam not acquainted with 
the details. 

Mr. Fountain. Now, you have—— 

Secretary BENSON. These committees that I have referred to, which 
have given study to this matter of reorganization, went into them in 
some detail, but personally I have not studied them in any detail at 
all. 

Mr. Founrain. Now, of course, you explained to us this morning 
some of the differences between the two plans - 

Secretary Benson. Yes. 

Mr. Founrain. And I would assume from that explanation that 
you had at least made a general study of Reorganization Plan No. 4 
of L950. 

I would like to ask you this: If that same plan were being submitted 
to us today, would you be in favor of it ? 

Secretary Benson. Well, | don’t know whether I would or not. I 
would want to become more familiar with it than I am now. 

1 do feel, however, that when anyone is given the responsibility to 
operate he ought to have enough authority to do the job and do it as 
the authority that appointed him intends him to do it, and as the 
Congress would have him do it. 

I realize there’s always a hazard in gr: inting authority to any man, 
but it seems to me that efficient operation is absolutely impossible 
unless a man has authority commensurate with that responsibility— 
and that’s all I desire so far as the Department of Agric ulture is 
concerned. 

Mr. Fountain. Well, I can appreciate your position, Mr. Benson, 
but I understood in your earlier testimony that you had no definite 
consolidations or transfers in mind, other than the one ex: unple which 
you gave in respect, I believe, to the Production and Marketing 
Administration. Was that it? . 

Secretary Benson. No; it was the marketing work in the 
Department. 

Mr. Fountain. The marketing work? 

Secretary Benson. Yes. 

Mr. Fountain. Now, if you do not have anything in mind, or in 
such a tangible form that you feel you could present it, would you 
have objection to preparing the framework of such a plan or plans 
from time to time at least in such reasonably spec ific terms that they 
could be clearly understood by the Members of Congress, giving them 
an opportunity to reject or accept the plan. 

Secretary Benson. I tried to make clear in my statement, Mr. Con- 
gressman, that as I look at this it is a continuing thing. It isn’t some- 
thing you can do today and say, “The job is done. This is the plan.” 

As we move forward, we will have to continue our study, and I 
agree fully with the statement that was made back in 1937, which I 
quoted—that it is not possible to make a blueprint once and for all 
and say, “This is the job we're going to do.” We can set forth some 
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broad objectives, some broad principles, and work toward those ob- 
jectives; but it must be a continuing job, as I view it. 

Now. we've only been in office, as you know, a short time: but we've 
already found from week to week some of the things that have come 
to our attention which need adjusting in the interests of efficiency and 
more effective administration. Now, I expect as the months ahead 
pass by we'll find other things that need our attention. 

I wouldn’t feel that IT could make out any definite blueprint once 
and for all, today or in the immediate future. I think this is a thing 
that will have to be continued—this study—and we will have to follow 
in line with what the studies reveal. 

Mr. Fountain. Well, I quite agree with you that you would not be 
able to present to us the organization details, but there seems to be so 
much concern on the part of a lot of people—not just Members of the 
Congress—as to what is cong to happen—— 

Secretary Benson. I think 

Mr. Fountain. And I think you can—— 

Secretary Benson. Excuse me. 

Mr. Founrarn. Well appreciate the fact that a Secretary, under 
this plan, will have the authoritv, and he may exercise it conscien- 
tiously. to do what he thinks is for the best interests of the farmers 
and the other people of America: and, yet, he may make some serious 
mistakes, because Members of Congress did not have an opportunity 
to give it the thorough study that they would have if it were legisla- 
tion confronting them in the usual and regular manner: and some 
action he or one of his subordinates might take, may well have the 
effect of repealing congressional legislation. Thus a particular agency 
which Congress vested with certain functions, could not, and the trans- 
feree agency, under this plan. might not carry out certain functions 
intended by Congress, regardless of the intentions, I might say, of 
the Secretary of Agriculture, or anybody else. 

Secretary. Br NSON. Well. I have no doubt. Coneressman Fountain. 
that IT will make mistakes. Most humans do. But one of the rea- 
sons why T was anxious to have that provision in the plan providing 
for consultation was the hope that it would reduce to the minimum 
the mistakes which the Secretary would make: and certainly it will 
not be my intention to in any way stifle functions that have been 
prescribed by the Congress in any agency, but always to try and carry 
out specifically the intentions of the Coneress. 

As an example of what T have in mind, only a week ago Sunday 
I was down in your good State and, after a graduation baccalaureate 
service, IT met with the group of representative tobacco growers, 
dealers, and handlers. I did it specifically to get their counsel, to 
get their comments and their advice, in order that I might be better pre- 
pared when the time came to make some decisions. 

Now, that’s the value of counsel, as I see it, and that’s the reason 
why I think any Secretary, if he is going to do the best job possible, 
will have to have the advice and counsel of the Congress and farm 
groups, those he has the responsibility of serving—and TI don’t see 
it any other way—and that means that this counsel will continue from 
day to day, month to month, and through that counsel the blueprint 
will be established from time to time, as we move forward, as a con- 
tinuing program. 
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Mr. Fountain. You, of course, realize that when these hearings 
are had you might well be subjected to all kinds of pressures from 
numbers of groups interested in the work of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Secretary Benson. I’ve already experienced that, 

Mr. Founrarn. You have already experienced that. 

I might say I was delighted to know before coming here that you've 
had occasion to visit my hometown, and I gave my cooperation in 
every way I could to help the people of your religious faith get that 
beautiful chureh. 

Secretary Benson. If all the peple of North Carolna are as fine 
as that group I met down there, they are wonderful people—some 
3,000 of them there at that service. 

Mr. Fountain. Mr. Benson, 1 want to ask you this question : Have 
you read the report of the Senate committee which acted upon Re 
organization Plan No. 4 in 19504 

Secretary Benson. Well, it would be better for me to say I’ve 
skimmed through it. 

Mr. Founrain. Skimmed through it ? 

Secretary Benson. Yes. 

Mr. Fountain. Well, now 

Secretary Benson. I haven’t read it in detail. 

Mr. Fountrary. It concerns me because the members of that com 
mittee, members of both parties, were very frank and clear cut in their 
opposition to Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950. 

I would like to read you just a few excerpts: 

A majority of the committee was op poner to Reorganization Plan No. 4 on the 
premise it contained unwarranted delegation of authority to the Secretary of 
Agriculture on a permanent and continuing basis without restriction or re 


straint as to how or when it would be exercised. 
It authorized the Secretary to consolidate or abolish 


The word “abolish” has been eliminated from this particular plan 


long-standing components in conformity with any overall national farm program 
that may be adopted by this or any other incoming national administration 

It authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to take actions which would in 
effect destroy the will of Congress as expressed in basic legislation setting up 
the various functions of the Department of Agriculture and bring the policies 
of the Department under direct political control of the President. 

Under such broad authority, the Secretary of Agriculture could transfer im 
portant services now performed by traditionally accepted agencies within the 
Department to other agencies which have his personal sanction 

They were essentially some of the objections which were offered at 
that time. 

Now, I recall also that Dean Rusk, who was chairman of the task 
force, gave a very strong statement against that plan. 

Have you read his statement 

Secretary Benson. No; I haven’t read his statement in full. I 
understood he was in favor of this plan. 

Mr. Founratn. Let me read you 

Secretary Benson. Someone told me he was. 

Mr. Founratn. What he said. 

Secretary Benson. I’ve just been informed 

Mr. Fountrarn. He said—— 
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Secretary Br NSON, excuse me. | was cone to add that Mr. Rob- 
erts just commented that Dean Rusk testified in support of the pres- 
ent plan before the Senate committee. 

Mr. Founrarn. Let me read you what he said before the Senate 
committee. He said: 


The record of a previous attempt during the years to secure a more effective, 
economical organization of this and other departmenis of the executive branch 
of the Government shows that the absence of specific directives places the Secre 
tary in a very weak position with regard to vested interests in and outside of 


the Department. 

He then concluded: 

We, as former members of the Agricuiture task force, believe that Reorgani- 
zation Plan No. 4 should be rejected and that specific directives should be pro- 
vided by the Congress to effectuate the basic principles and recommendations of 
the Commission. I am advised that legislation is now being prepared to accom- 
plish this objective. 

And in addition to that statement, you now have in your Depart- 
ment, IT assume, very competent men—Mr. Davis, Mr. Short, Mr. 
Morse, and others—who were very vigorous in their opposition to 
Reorganization Plan No. 4, and they spoke in a language and made 
arguments which I do not believe the additions to this particular plan 
could possibly eliminate. I cannot conceive of the reasoning which 
they offered at that time not being the same reasoning at the present 
time. 

Now, Mr. Davis, Mr. Short, Mr. Morse, and Mr. Coke are all in 
favor of this Reorganization Plan No. 2? 

Secretary Benson. So far as I know my staff is united in its sup- 
port of this plan. 

Mr. Fountain. Of course, at the time they made these statements I 
believe Mr. Davis was executive secretary of the National Council of 
Farm Cooperatives 

Secretary Benson. I think that’s right. 

Mr. Fountary. And Mr. Short was vice president of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, and I believe Mr. Morse was connected with 
the Doane Agricuitural Service. 

Secretary Benson. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Founrarn. Now, those organizations which they represented 
at that time, I understand, are in favor of this particular plan. 

Secretary Benson. Well, I couldn’t say as to the Doane Agricul- 
tural Service, Mr. Fountain. Iwunderstand the Farm Bureau has testi- 
fied in support of it, and I believe the National Council also. 

Mr. Fountary. For the purposes of the record, Mr. Benson, and to 
invite it to your attention, I want to read you just a portion of what 
Mr. Davis and Mr. Short said. Mr. Davis said in 1950 before the 
Senate committee: 





We do not feel that plan No. 4 moves in that direction. We feel that it leaves 
too much open to discretion and too much latitude for the people who are carry- 
ing it out 

At the present time our basic agricultural policy is in more or less a state of 
flux, and I imagine it’s somewhat in that position at the present time now. 

The farm plan that would be the basic structure for the next several years is 
not definitely crystalized. There are various plans that are up for discussion, 
and it seems to us that it is very difficult and unwise to try to reorganize the 
department until we know what kind of farm plan the Department is to carry 


out 
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We feel, further, that Congress should assume the responsibility for the laying 
out of the general outline of organization at the time Congress lays out the gen- 
eral outline of the basic policy. 


I think that any future reorganizations will pretty much suffer from the same 
type of pressure within the Department. This being true, it seems to us it 


is 
going to be very difficult for any Secretary of Agriculture—and this is no re 
flection upon any particular Secretary of Agriculture—to build and put into 
effect from within the Department the outline of a sound reorganization. 
One further statement he made: 
The thing that we object to most is that plan No. 4 turns over to the Secretary 


the whole job of reorganization, and then it provides if, after 


experimentation 
with such plan, that does not work he is free to reorganize 


it again as he sees fit. 

Now, Mr. Davis, I understand, will be appointed one of your As- 
sistant Secretaries 4 

Secretary Benson. Well, I hope he will be. 

Mr. Founrarn. And Mr. Short ? 

Secretary Benson. Mr. Short also. 

Mr. Founrarn. And Mr. Short, I might say, was just 
in his opposition and gave similar reasons at the time. 

Do you feel that the reasoning, the arguments, against Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 4 have been eliminated by the additions which you 
described to plan No. 2 of 1953? 

Secretary Benson. Of course, in presenting our plan today, and 
our evidence in support of plan No. 2, we have tried to be guided by 


what we consider sound public administration. At least that’s basic 
to what we've tried to say. 


as strong 


I believe there are certain safeguards in the present plan that were 
not in plan 4, as | understand that plan. As I say, I haven't studied 
it in great detail; and, of course, Mr. Davis and Mr. Short were testi- 
fying in connection with plan No. 4, not plan No. 2. 

Mr. Founrarn. That is right. 

Secretary Benson. I am quite sure that Mr. Davis had some rather 
strong feelings regarding Farm Credit Administration. As an ex- 
ample, under plan No. 4, arm Credit Administration would have been 
included and the Secretary would have had very broad authority over 
Farm Credit; and I feel sure, in my own mind, from having served 
on a farm-credit committee years ago with representatives of the major 
farm organizations, that we felt there was danger in 
credit agency under the full authority of the Secretary. 

There probab ly was good reason for setting it up more or less as an 
autonomous agency -,and I think Mr. Davis maybe had that in mind. 

I don’t know ex: act ly what was in the minds of either Mr. 
Mr. Short. I do hold them in very high regard or 
vited them— 

Mr. Founrain. I am sure you do. 

Secretary Benson (continuing). To come and serve on my staff. 

[am sure all members of the staff feel this requirement in the present 
plan to give public notice of what the Secretary intends to do, and in- 
viting counsel and help, is a very great safeguard, and also this other 
provision that the Secretary is obligated in any reorganization to keep 
programs down close to the State and local levels, ‘down close to the 
grassroots. Then, there is the other provision, which I think is a safe- 
guard, that any unexpended balances shall be used only for the purpose 
for which they were provided by the Congress. 


putting that 


Davis or 
I wouldn’t have in- 











112 REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 

Now, I think there are other safeguards in the plan. In the first 
place, the Congress certainly has a very effective control through the 
purse strings, through appropriations. 

I can’t conceive that any Secretary would be permitted to get very 
far off the track without Congress slicing the appropriations pretty 
heavily, particularly for the agency for which he might be trying to 
affect adversely. 

And then, of course, no Secretary, I’m sure, would be unwise enough 
to try and bring about any change in a great department that he knew 
went contrary to the will or the desire of the Members of Congress, 
the policymaking body of the Government. 

Personally, I think there are safeguards that are very real, and I 
don’t see in it any great danger. At the same time, it does give the 
Secretary certain authority; but I think he must have it if he is going 
to be held responsible for a great department. The responsibility is 
staggering. 

Noman, I’m sure, from what I know of the Department, would seek 
the office. At least, 1 wouldn't. 

Mr. Founrarn. Well, I appreciate—— 

Secretary Benson. But we do want to do the best job we can. In 
order to do it, we must have the authority to do the job. 

Mr. Founrarn. I appreciate your position and they way you feel 
about it, because I know you are answering conscientiously. 

The thing that has concerned me—and has concerned me as I have 
read and observed the happenings of history—is that oftentimes by 
the concentration of power in the hands of one individual, or a few in- 
dividuals, you may bring about great efficiency and great economy 
for a while, but the time may well come when that one or more 
individuals may bring about our destruction—sometimes ruthlessly— 
not in this country, I most assuredly hope; but we have seen examples 
of it in other parts of the world, in which we have seen great efficiency, 
but we know the circumstances under which they are living at this 
time, 

It is a trend or the tendency to assume that no one would be wise 
enough to take advantage of this authority or do anything detrimental 
to the welfare of the people; but we can take that attiude so long, 
that attitude of indifference, and say, “Certainly the Secretary of 
Agriculture or the head of the Department of Defense would not 
abuse his authority,” and we can go so far in giving that authority 
that even the most honest man, the man with the most honest inten- 
tions, may ultimately abuse that power—and you never know who the 
man is who is going to be in that particular position, and I am one 
of those who feels where there is that possibility, and oftentimes 
probability ; and Congress should have the opportunity of analyzing 
the proposals—not just committee members—but all should have a 
chance to give it thorough study. I think some form of resolution, 
either of approval or disapproval, ought to be offered every time, 
because we are all so busy we don’t give it the study we ought to give it. 

Secretary Benson. Well, I should like to say, Congressman 
Fountain, if the time should come when the executive head of a great 
department was abusing the authority and power granted to hin, I 
would certainly expect the Congress to act. 

Now, as to the resolution, I hope you don’t feel that I have any 
feeling of antipathy because you offered a resolution. I have felt 
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that the wider debate and discussion of this plan we could have, the 
ereater the support for it; and I am always happy to have plans of 
this sort debated. 

Not only that. I have advocated, since coming into office, a very 
wide discussion and debate of our farm program and the issues in 
volved there. 

I —- there’s always safety in a thorough discussion, a complete 
airing of all these important proble ms. 

Mr. Founrarn. Most assuredly, I think many of the statements you 
have made, reg: ardless of the position anvone ti akes on this resolution, 
will vive some of the Members of C oneress a little better fee ‘ling. a 
ereater satisfaction, because you have at least committed yourself 
definitely not to de certain things and in the doing of other things 
vou will seek their advice, you say, 

Now, as a result of consultation with several of those from the 
agricultural sections of the country, such as mine, maa members of 
the Agricultural Committee, here are several questions I will ask 
vou rather hurriedly, and you can answer them as briefly as you can. 

What do you intend to do with respect to the Farmers’ Home 
Administration ? 

Secretary Benson. I think I have answered that Congressman— 
maybe not to your satisfaction. 

I have no immediate plans to make any radical change in Farmers’ 
Home Administration. We do expect to study it very carefully, as 
we will all other agencies. 

Mr. Fountatn. | just wanted to know if you had any definite plans. 

Secretary Benson. No definite plans. 

Mr. Founrarn. Do you intend to transfer the Farmers’ Home Ad- 
ministration to the Farm Credit Administration ? 

Secretary Benson. I think, as Congressman Hope has pointed out, 
that would be impossible even if a Secretary wanted to do it, because 
Farm Credit is outside this plan; but I would have no intention of 
doing a thing of that sort even if both agencies were included in the 
plan. 

Mr. FounrvaAIN. Do you intend to transfer the REA to the Farmers’ 
Credit Administration ? 

Secretary Benson. No; I have no plans of that sort whatever. 

Mr. Fountain. Do you intend to transfer the functions of the Soil 
Conservation Service to the Extension Service ? 

Secretary Benson. I have covered that also, I think. 

Mr. Fountain. I believe vou did cover it. 

Do you intend to transfer the functions of the Production and 
Marketing Administration along with the Soil Conservation Service 
to the Extension Service? 

Secretary Benson. No: I have no intention of doing that. 

Mr. Fountarn. I know there has been a lot of pressure along that 
line. 

Secretarv Benson. Yes. 

I have always felt an action agency and an educational agency prob- 
ably ought to be separate. However, we’re going to studv the Produc- 
tion and Marketing Administration very carefully. We've already 
made some changes, and there will probably be others that will be 
needed in the interest of a more efficient service to the farmer. 
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Mr. Fountary. Do you want to control 

Mr. Horr. Will you yield there for a question? 

Mr. Founratn. Yes. 

Mr. Horr. Of course, you can do that. 

Secretary BeNson. Yes. 

Mr. Hore. You can do anything you want along that line—— 

Secretary Benson. Without the plan. 

Mr. Horr. Without any action being taken on this plan. 

Secretary Benson. That’s right, Congressman. 

Mr. Fountatn. Do you feel you ought to be in a position where you 

can tell the administrator, say, of the Farmers Home Administration 
what to do and how to perform his functions? 

Secretary Benson. Well, I made it clear a moment ago, I think, that 
I think my first job is to get the very best men we can to head up these 
agencies; then give them the responsibility and the authority to do 
a job—and if they don’t do the job as I feel it should be done, then 
I think it is my responsibility to make a change in the leadership of 
that agency. 

I certainly would hope that we could get men that you wouldn’t have 
to tell from day to day what to do; you could probably outline some of 
the general objectives and consult with them, but give them the 
authority to do the job—and I certainly hope to keep my eye on every 
agency in the Department so far as I can. 

Mr. Fountatx. One other question—I will ask von. These matters 
concern a lot of people. Do you intend to change the name of the 
REA to the RES? 

Secretary Benson. T don’t know what the “S” stands for. 

Mr. Fountain. Rural Electrification Service. 

Secretary Benson. I have never heard of it. 

Mr. Fountarn. I ask that question because that name has become 
a svmbol of what REA does in America. 

Secretary Benson. I have never heard the thing mentioned—— 

Mr. Fountarn. Never have? 

Secretary Benson. Until this morning, until you mentioned it just 
now. 

Mr. Fountarn. I think that is all T have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brownson. The ranking minority member of the committee— 
Mr. Dawson, do you have some questions? 

Mr. Dawson. I have no questions of Mr. Benson, except to tell him 
how much I appreciated his very lucid statements made here today 
and to wish him a very successful administration. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that we let the record show that our 
colleague, Congressman Dodd, is absent today because of the death 
of his father on Saturday last. 

Secretary Benson. Thank you, Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Brownson. Mr. Condon. 

Mr. Convon. I think I do have a couple questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Here is the thing that disturbs me a little bit: Supposing that in 
the course of vour future development of your agency you decided 
that some of the functions, let’s sav, of the Forest Service should be 
taken away from it and transferred over to, say, the Soil Conserva- 
tion. Now, why at that time couldn’t the President submit us a 
reorganization plan, t taking these functions away from the Forest 
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Service and putting them over in the Soil Conservation and have it 
come up as a reorganization plan ¢ 

In other words, you are contemplating holding some sort of admin- 
istrative hearings, wherein you will solicit points of view before you 
transfer functions; but you are not giving Congress the veto power 
when you transfer functions, and I think under the reorganization 
plan theory, at least. There was the idea that Congress should have 
the veto power on these reorganizations. What we are doing in effect 
is giving the authority which you may use at some future time and 
we cannot at that time take a look at what functions are going to be 
transferred as a reorganization plan. 

Now, if your plan just did two things—giving you the authority 
over the agencies and giving you the Assistant Secretaries—I couldn't 
see any objection to it. It is that procedure of future reorganizations, 
transfers of functions from agency to agency, without giving Con 
gress the right to veto the power, that concerns me. 

Secretary Benson. Well, of course, it would be a great burden to 
put upon the Congress if we had to come to you with every detail of pro- 
posed changes in the Department, wouldn't it / 

Mr. Connon. Well, you are going to have to formulate some specific 
change ot function, as a condition ot your he aring. I mean, you are 
going to hol ‘ your hearing, for example, when you anticipate taking 
this group of functions out of this agency and putting them over here 
At that time, why couldn’t you send the plan up to us? 

oe BENSON. It could be done. 

Mr. Connon. I mean, unless there is a disapproving resolution, the 
Pp vlan comes effective in 60 d: LVS. So, the mere fact you sel d the plan 
over doe sn’t necessarily mean there will be a hearing held. No one 
may be that much interested in it, in putting in a disapproving reso 
lution. 

Secretary Benson. I don’t believe, from an administrative stand 
point, it would be very practical. I am sure it would cause great 
delay and put an added burden upon the Congress. 

I think enough safeguards are here so that no Secretary is going 
to get very far afield; and if the Congress saw that he was doing some- 
thing that was entirely out of harmony with their thinking, certainly 
they have ways of calling him to a halt. 

Mr. Connon. Well, how ? 

For example, the Forest Service, among other things, regulates 
these grazing permits for stock, does it not ? 

Secretary Benson. Yes; on the national forests. 

Mr. Connon. On the national forests. 

Secretary Benson. There is an agency in Interior. 

Mr. Connon. Supposing you dec ided to take that away from the 
Forest Service and give it to some other department in the De *part- 
ment of Agric ulture. How could we stop you, even if we thought For- 
est Service had been doing a good job and should continue to do it? 

Secretary Benson. Well, in the first place, I wouldn’t know where 
to put it. 

Mr. Connon. Well, I am just using that as an illustration. 

Secretary Benson. There is no other agency to handle it. 

Mr. Connon. Supposing you decided to take away a certain service 
from Forest Service, and Congress thought Forest Service was doing 
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a very fine job and should not be stripped down. How could we stop 
you / 
Secretary Benson. Well. of course—— 

Mr. ConpDon. Sure: we could come to a hearing and testify, but we 
couldn't convince Vou. 

Secretary Benson. You could stop me through the appropriation 
route, for one thing. 

Secondly. of course. | wouldn’t do it without consulting the Mem- 
bers of ( ongress 

Of course, a lot of this has to be done on the basis of confidence, 
Cong he people appointed in 
the executitve branch, of course, you could question every move they 


ressman. If you haven't confidence in t 


make, ask them to submit— 

Mr. Connon. Well, you say 

ser retary Benson. A plan on anything that you feared might be 
adve1 ely affected. 

Mr. Dawson. Will you ¥ ield, Mr. Condon ? 

Mr. Connon. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. How could we have confidence in you before we have 
had an opportunity to see how you are going to act ¢ 

Secretary Benson. Well, I guess maybe that comes with time. 

Mr. Connon. I think—— 

Secretary Benson. We have done a few things down there, though. 

Mr. Connon. This is the basic concern with the plan—this business 
we are setting up in the Secretary of Agriculture—not just yourself, 
but for all Secretaries of Agriculture that may come after you. We 
are iy ing that Secretary the authority to take any and all functions 
away from existing agencies and put them over into another 
agency— 

Secretary Benson. Within the same Department. 

Mr. Connon. Within the Department of Agriculture 

Secretary Benson. Without destroying—— 

Mr. Conpon. And at that time we have no way of checking up 
except, as you indicate, perhaps by cutting some appropriation from 
the new agency that gets them, which means: How do we get them 
back to the old one? 

Secretary Benson. You could pass a bill prohibiting it; couldn't 
you! 

Mr. Connon. Well, I don’t know. 

Secretary Benson. I think you could, if there was sentiment for it. 

Mr. Connon. Now, it seems to me it would not be such a burden—I 
don’t see why it would be such an administrative burden—on you at 
the time you decided to consolidate agencies, moving functions from 
one agency to another, to set them up in the form of a reorganization 
plan and have the President submit it to the Congress, and then we 
could look at it if we so desire; but in this way, unless we come to your 
hearing and are able to persuade you not to take a course of action 
you contemplate, there is no immediate check on consolidation. 

Secretary Benson. There are a lot of minor adjustments, of course, 
that will have to be made from day to day. The plan you propose 
still wouldn’t take care of those, would it ? 

Mr. Connon. Well, I think—— 

Secretary Benson. You have in mind major consolidation of 
agencies ? 
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Mr. Connon. Well, that is what your section 4 says -whenever it 
involves the assignment of major functions or major groups of func- 
tions, you are going to hold a hearing. 

That is what your section 4 (b) says. 

Secretary Benson. That’s right. 

Mr. Connon. Well, it seems to me if we are going to change ms jor 
be tions of existing agencies the way to do it is the way contemplated 
by the 1949 Reorganization Act, i. e., sending a plan up to the Con- 
gress from the President and giving the Congress a chance to disap- 
prove it within 60 days. 

Secretary Benson. This plan, of course, as you know, follows the 
general provisions of the other plans approved by Congress. 

Mr. Convon. I am like my colleague, Mr. Fountain. I am not 
responsible for what happened in Congress before this—— 

Secretary Benson. I am not either. 

Mr. Connon. And, to me, I think Mr. Fountain is correct. We are, 
to that extent, where you can change major functions, de ‘parting from 
the theory of the Reorganization Act of 1949, because Congress does 
not get a chance to look at it. 

Secretary Benson. Suppose we try this plan out and if the Seere- 
tary doesn't do the right job, then I will come up and support a plan 
like you are proposing. 

Mr. Conpon. I have nothing further. 

Thank you, Mr. Benson. 

I might say I probably * now less about the workings of your De 
partme nt than any other member of this committee. 

L have no further que stions. 

= retary Bt NSON. You have a lot ot peop hn vour state that do 
know a lot about the workings of it. 

Mr. Connon. I havea lot of farmers in nhy district, too. 

Mr. Founratn. I would like to ask one more question, Mr. Ben 
SOM: Did you con sult with the leaders of the National Gvrange and 
the American Farm Bureau organizations, and similar organizations, 
salenearenailenintenints plan ¢ 

Secretary Benson. Yes; I did. 

I mentioned, I believe, in the testimony that we appointed a special 
committee. There was a special committee appointed even before I 
took office to study this whole field. That committee consulted with 
the heads of the farm organizations; and then we took the report to 
our National Agricultural Advisory Committee. They spent a full 
day and most of the night on it. We also consulted with a number of 
people in the Congress, So, there was consultation. 

Mr. Founratyn. You, of course, were not in a position to tell them 
what functions might be transferred or what agencies might be 
consolidated ? 

Secretary Benson. Not as to detail. We didn’t make any commit- 
ment to them of any kind. We talked about the general provisions 
of the plan. 

Mr. Founrarn. Did they get any more details about what you pro- 
pose to do than we, the Members of Congress, have gotten # 

Secret: + Benson. No; I don’t think they did—not from me, they 
didn’t. I don’t think from anyone on the Committee. : 
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Mr. Founrarn. I notice that State Farm Bureau federations from 
approximately 30 States opposed this plan, the essential parts of this 
plan, in 1950. 

Secretary Benson. I didn’t know that. 

Mr. Founratn. I havea list ee ee 

Mr. Brownson. Proposed plan No. Mr. Fountain ? 

Mr. FounTarn. Propos sed pli in No.4 of 1950. 

And the arguments in going through the records are very similar 
to the arguments which were given by Mr. Short and Mr. Davis and 
others that there was not enough limitations on the authority eranted, 
that it left too much discretion. and Congress had no wav of checking 
to find out just what was, at least in a general way, involved. 

Secretarv Benson. All I can say is I hope they don’t oppose this 
one—plan No. 2 

Mr. Fountrarn. But even though they took those positions in 1950 
vou are not concerned now that they are in your Department as to 
the position they will take in administering them ? , 

Secretary Benson. I’m not suve TI understand your question. 

Mr. Fountarn. I mean the fact that they opposed this plan—— 

Secretary Benson. Yes. 

Mr. Fountarn. So vigorously in 1950 does not in any way cause 
you any concern about their being in your Department at this time? 

Secretary Benson. Well, of course, we have one member in our 
Department, and I don’t know his being there would involve any 
particular danger or any commitment from those Farm Bureau 
groups, State organizations. He was a member of one State organiza- 
tion—I think in Arkansas—and happened to be vice president of the 
national. 

It always concerns me when any important segment of agriculture 
opposes any program. Naturally, I would like to feel we are going 
to be able to work alone with the great farm organizations of the 
country in all of our work. 

Mr. Fountarn. Of course, the one major thing that appealed to the 
farm leaders was the proposal. was it not, that you were going to have 
hearings, or at least you would consider having hearings? 

Secretary Benson. Yes: I think that does appeal tothem. I think 
it should appeal to them. 

Mr. Fountatn. Of course, you are not bound—— 

Secretary Benson. No. 

Mr. Founrary. By such hearings, and you don’t have to have the 
hearings if vou don’t want to, do you? 

Secretary Benson. Well, I think we do. I certainly feel, under that 
plan, as it is written, I am obligated. 

Mr. Fountarn. Well. T think that is the spirit of it. 

Secretary Benson. Well, I hope— 

Mr. Founrary. T am just asking you a question. 

Secretary Benson. I hope I will carry out the spirit of it, as well as 
the letter. 

Mr. Brownson. Mr. Riehlman. 

Mr. Rrentman. T have no question, but T would like to take just a 
minute to commend the Secretary for the very fine presentation he has 
made to the committee here this morning 





Secretary Benson. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 
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Mr. Rreniman. And the very honest and forthright manner in 
which you have endeavored to answer the questions which have been 
presented to you, too. 

Secretary Benson. Thank you. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Founratn. I would like to add to those remarks and thank you 
for your patience in answering the questions I have propounded. 

Secretary Benson. Thank you. 

Mr. Brownson. Mr. Chairman, as acting chairman, I would cer- 
tainly like to compliment Secretary Benson on the excellence of his 
testimony. May I say, in the last two terms of Congress, of all the 
testimony on reorganization plans I have heard, your testimony has 
been the most lucid and most clear and the most thoughtful presenta 
tion. | certainly Want to col eratulate you on that achievement and 
to wish you well in your courageous program for agriculture. 

Secretary Benson. Thank you very kindly. 

Mr. Brownson. I would like to inform you further t] 
conversation with the farmers in my particular district, and checks 
by agricultural editors there, show very decisively that the farmers are 
behind your policies and are enthusiastic about the job you are doing. 

Somebody told me the other day that one of the distinctive things 
about the Eisenhower Cabinet was that as individuals they were so 
human. Being one of those human Cabinet officers, I imagine you 
get hungry like the rest. of us, so in that case we will recess for lunch 
until 2: 30. 

Secretary Benson. Thank you very kindly, Mr. Chairman. 

(Whereupon, at 1:02 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 2:30 p.m. of the same day.) 


at my recent 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(At 2:50 p.m. the same day, the proceedings were resumed.) 

Mr. Rreuuman. The committee will come to order. The first wit- 
ness will be Mr. Finan. Will you identify yourself for the record, 
please? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM F. FINAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET; 
ACCOMPANIED BY EDWARD B. STRAIT, STAFF MEMBER, GOV- 
ERNMENT ORGANIZATION BRANCH, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. RreuumMan. Do you have a statement ? 

Mr. Frnan. I have a prepared statement, prepared for Mr. Dodge, 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Rreutman. Will you proceed with it, please? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH M. DopdGE, Director, BUREAU OF THE Bupocetr (As READ BY 
WILLIAM F, FINAN) 


Mr. Finan (reading) : 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I welcome this opportunity to 
present to your committee this statement in support of the President's Reorgani- 
zation Plan No. 2 of 1953, which provides for reorganizations in the Department 
of Agriculture. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has already set forth the principal points in 
explanation of this reorganization plan. 
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Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 will make possible better administration 
of the Department of Agriculture. It does that in two principal ways: First, it 
clarifies the responsibility and authority of the Secretary over functions admin- 
istered in the Department. Second, it provides the Secretary with three addi- 
tional officers with appropriate rank to assist him in supervising the Department. 

One of the key points in the reorganization plan is that it permits the Secretary 
continually to seek better ways to administer the affairs of the Department of 
Agriculure. It sets forth specific goals toward which the Secretary is directed 
to utilize his delegation authority. It contains an important provision for giving 
appropriate public notice and obtaining the views of interested persons and 
groups prior to making any major shifts of functions. In my opinion, those 
qualifications placed upon the Secretary’s delegation authority strike a prac- 
ticable balance between giving the Secretary adequate flexibility in running his 
Department effectively and preventing any hasty or ill-considered departmental 
reorganizations. 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 follows the sound principle, which was 
strongly emphasized by the Hoover Commission, of vesting functions directly 
in the department head so that he may be held more fully accountable for the 
administration of the Department. It is an arrangement which the Congress 
has already approved for most of the civil executive departments. It also pro- 
vides the Secretary with the high-level assistants needed to give more adequate 
supervision to the operations of the Department. 

[I urge the Congress to permit Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1958 to become 
effective. 

That is the end of Mr. Dodge’s prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Dol take from the statement. that Mr. Dodge sent up 
here that your department is of the opinion that this Reorganization 
Plan No. 2, if it is adopted, that there will be definite improvements 
in efficiency, and by that certain economies derived from it? 

Mr. Frnan. Very definitely we anticipate that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rren_emMan. Our committee is primarily interested in that fac 
tor, and that is one of the very important matters which is confront- 
ing all of us and when we are interested in these reorganization plans, 
we are anxious to know what those possibilities are. There has been 
considerable discussion in the last few days with respect to the re- 

sponsibilities that are going to be granted and the authority given to 

the administrator, although he has not given a complete and definite 
outline of the program he hopes to bring about and the reorganization 
to be brought about. 

But if my thinking is correct, every move that he intends to make 
will be along those lines. That is what we are hopeful can be accom- 
plished. 

Do you have any idea, or does the department, as to the economies 
that can be effected ? 

Mr. Frnan. Well, as you know, the Bureau of the Budget shares 
the concern of this committee about economical management of the 
executive branch, 

This - as we se it, is principally of value in that it creates a 
situation in which the responsibility of the Secretary for improving 
internal management is perfectly clear. In a department. in which 
statutory functions are rigidly set out in a manner that makes it 
impossible for the Secretary to take any important steps toward im- 
proving the organization of the agency, he is in a position to, in effect, 
pass the buck any time any question comes up as to why this particular 
operation or that isn’t run as economically as someone might assume 
that it could be. He could point out that nothing can be done about it, 
that the law prescribes certain organizational arrangements and that 
he can take no responsibility for it. 
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Under a plan of this kind, and as in most of the other executive 
departments, the Secretary is responsible for continually reviewing 
his internal organization and administration and otherwise attempt- 
ing to improve it. It was that point that was stressed so vigorously 
by the Hoover Commission and as far as we are concerned it is not a 
situation in which we would anticipate one major and very drastic 
reorganization of this Department or any other department, but rather 
a situation in which continuous improvements are under study and are 
brought about from time to time as the need becomes clear and the 
opportunity arises. 

Mr. Rrenieman. Thank vou very much, 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Fountain ? 

Mr. Fountain. I notice in Mr. Dodge’s statement he says he thinks 
Reorganization Plan No, 2 will make possible better administration 
for the Department of Agriculture. I want to ask you if, in your 
opinion, the Secretary of Agriculture cannot, under the present laws, 
the present statutes, conduct himself in such a manner to make possible 
better administration of the Department of Agriculture, if anything 
Is wrong. 

Mr. Finan. At the present time about one-half of the major con- 
stituents of the Department of Agriculture have their functions placed 
in the Secretary, so that he has authority to carry out reorganization 
of those parts of the Department on his own responsibility. This 
plan would create the same situation for about the other one-half of 
the Department. 

Mr. Founrary. I would like to know what there is about this so- 
called plan that you think isa plan. 

Mr. Fr INAN. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. Founraty. I would like to know what there is about this so- 
called Reorganization Plan No, 2 that you think is truly a plan? 
What is there in the reorganization plan that isa plan ? 

Mr. Finan. The plan actually, when it takes effect, will transfer : 
very substantial group of functions in the Department of Agric ieee 
to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. Founrain. This is right. In other words, the essential thing 
that this plan does is to take all the functions of all the agencies, all 
the officers, and all the employees and vests them in one man or in 
one department head so that none of those agencies as of the effective 
date of this plan will have any functions until and unless the Secretary 
redeleeates them and he can redelegate them and retransfer them to 
anvbody he sees fit. 

Mr. Finan. Within the department. 

Mr. Fountain. Within the department ¢ 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Founrarn., And you say that is a plan? 

Mr. Frnan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fountain. I want to ask you if there is anything in this plan 
that would enable you to determine what the Secretary of Agriculture 
has in mind? After he gets this authority, can you tell me anything 
in the plan that would enable you or any Member of Congress to de- 
termine what he proposes to do! 

Mr. Finan. Not as of today or the day the plan takes effect. No. 
not until he sees fit to announce his intentions and this plan does re 
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quire him to do just that, providing he has in mind a significant or 
major reorganization. 

Mr. Fountrary. And you think that the plan which is presently 
submitted is a plan within the spirit and the intent of the Reorgani- 
zation Act as amended ¢ 

Mr. Finan. I would like to qualify my answer by pointing out 
that I am a layman and not a lawyer. We rely for our legal advice 
on the Attorney General and the Department of Justice. 

As a layman whose responsibility for these plans runs to their 
soundness from the point of view of sound management and organ- 
ization, I haven't the slightest doubt that this plan is fully within the 
spirit and the letter of the Reorganization Act. I want to make it per- 
fectly clear that is a layman’s opinion and not that of an attorney. 

Mr. Founrarn. In other words, it is your feeling that when Con- 
gress passed the Reorganization Act, Congress did not expect the 
President to submit to Congress for its approval or disapproval the 
framework or an outline of what he proposed to do in the Department 
of Agriculture through his Secretary ? 

Mr. Frnan. Well, I will have to assume a little more responsibility 
than perhaps I should in order to answer that question, but the Reor- 
ganization Act of 1949 was passed after the strong recommendation 
of the Hoover Commission. It was the first recommendation of the 
Hoover Commission, as a matter of fact, and the Hoover Commission’s 
recommendations all run toward exactly the situation that this plan 
creates in the Department of Agriculture. The act would have ex- 
pired early this year, as you know. Meanwhile the previous admin- 
istration had submitted a number of plans that, for all practical pur- 
oses, Were identical with this plan. There was no move, to my 
Scamiitinn, on the part of Congress to amend the Reorganization Act 
of 1949 at the time it was extended in order to prevent, or to give any 
kind of a thought that would suggest that the Congress was disturbed 
by this type of reorganization plan. 

Mr. Fountarn. You know, of course, that there are some recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission which are not in any way 
covered by this proposed plan. 

Mr. Frxan. The Hoover Commission made recommendations re- 
garding the internal organization of the Department of Agriculture 
just as they did for most of the other executive departments, but they 
also made it perfectly clear that in making those recommendations, 
they were making recommendations that they hoped would be given 
consideration and be put into effect by the department heads as distinct 
from being written into statute. 

Mr. Fountarn. But actually none of the detailed recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission, other than that recommendation that a 
clear line of authority be established from top to bottom, are included 
in this plan. 

Mr. Finan. There is one other. 

Mr. Fountrarn. What is that? 

Mr. Frnan. That a total of three Assistant Secretaries of Agri- 
culture, plus an Administrative Assistant Secretary, be appointed. 

Mr. Founrarn. I think they recommended one Assistant. 

Mr. Frnan. That was an error in their original recommendation. 
They recommended 1 on the assumption that at that time there were 2 








REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 123 


in the Department. They later got out a correction sheet and make 
that point clear. 

Mr. Founratn. I don’t think any serious question has been raised 
about the advionbility of making these appointments, of giving to the 
Secretary the additional Assistant Secretaries and the Administrative 
Assistant, for the reason that the Agriculture Committee has already 
considered that very carefully and I think they have concluded that 
in all probability he does need them, or at least he thinks he does 
need them. That is one of the requests that could be complied with by 
separate legislation and without this plan. 

I want to ask you one further question as a representative of Mr. 
Dodge; one of the purposes, I understand, of this plan is to simplify 
procedures and bring about decentralization. I would like to ask you 
if you think that the concentration of this author ity in the hands of 
one department head is decentralization ¢ 

Mr. Finan. It puts the Secretary in a position to decentralize. 

Mr. Founrary. Puts him in a position to decentralize ¢ 

Mr. Finan. And it puts a statutory mandate on him, in the language 
of the plan, to organize his department on a decentralized basis. 

Mr. Fountain. That is a question of interpretation as to what you 
mean by decentralized. 

Mr. Finan. That is correct. 

Mr. Fountatn. Would you say that the turning over of the PMA 
work with the 3,000 Federal employees in these county offices, such as 
was done by this regrouping, would you say that is decentr: alization, 
or would you say it 1s taking away from the PMA committees some of 
their authority and putting them in an advisory capacity, rather than 
permitting them to keep authority on their own ¢ 

Mr. Finan. As I understand what the Secretary has done, it is not 
my impression that he has taken any authority or power away from 
these committees, but has provided them a full-time executive agent to 
make it possible to use part-time committees and as he indicated in 
his testimony this morning, he hopes to be able to get better member- 
ship on his committees than he can get in a situation where a farmer 
has to accept a full-time position with the committee. 

Mr. Founrarn. But they will be Federal employees ? 

Mr. Finan. These individuals, that is my understanding. 

Mr. Founrary. Thank you. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RreHi_Man. Do you have any questions, Mr. Poage? 

Mr. Poace. You expressed the view that you were glad to see reor- 
ganization on the basis of the transferring of power from everybody 
in the Department to the Secretary and that you felt that that was in 
conformity with the spirit of the reorganization law. Does it occur 
to you that it was rather strange that the Congress should have passed 
a law that set out that the President must make findings and must 
give Congress the basis for the action that he took and submit all those 
things to the Congress, when it could have just as well passed a law 
and said every department head should have all the authority vested 
in his department and every department head could pass that power 
on to anyone else in his department? That would accomplish every- 
thing wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Finan. As a matter of fact the Congress, at least in recent 
years, has fairly consistently followed the policy in enacting basic 
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legislation of placing the functions in the head of the department or 
the head of the agen \ concerned, as distinct from its constituents. 
In the Department of Agriculture today a very substantial part of it 
functions now runs to the Secretary. There is no need for this type 
of plan, for example in the Veterans’ Administration, because all the 
functions are placed on the Administrator. 

The State Department had that same arrangement in 1949 or 1950, 
by law. Now in the last year or so, 2 or 3 individual statutes have 
been enacted that have tended to place some functions in subordinates 
of the Department 

Mr. Poace. The Agriculture Committee very carefully rewrote the 
farm-credit laws so as to separate hard and soft credit fully under- 

standing what we were doing, provided that the Administrator of the 

Farmers’ Home Administration should not be an appointee of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. Some years prior to that time, and that was 
recent, but some time prior to that the C ongress deliberately, know- 
ing what they were doing, intentionally and, whether wisely or not, 
provided that the Administrator of the Rural Electrification Admin 
istration should be a Presidential appointee and should hold office for 
a period of 10 vears. Now I know that there are those who say that 
what Congress does doesn’t mean anything and if Congress says an 
administrator has a 10 year term, that doesn’t mean anything. But 
that is law. Mavbe it is bad law. In fact, I am not prepared to say 
it isn’t bad law, but we do not have to decide that. It is the law. 

Do you think that when Congress comes along then and has an 
opportunity to say that we are going to place all the power in the 
heads of the department, and deliberately doesn’t say it, but on the 
contrary says that we are going to let you, Mr. President, submit these 
things and let us look them over, the Congress didn’t mean what it 
said, but really it meant it wanted all the power placed in the heads 
of these departments ? 

Mr. Finan. My interpretation of that would be—of course, for one 
thing the Reorganization Act provides for a variety of types of re- 
organizations of which this is only one. If the Congress had en- 
acted a single piece of legislation in which all functions were placed 
in the department heads, there would still remain a wide area of op- 
portunity for reorganization under the Reorganization Act. 

Mr. Poace. But if Congress had intended this type of reorganiza- 
tion, there wasn’t any need for any other kind of reorganization be- 
cause it is obvious that if you authorize this kind of reorganization for 
every department, then there is cert: ainly no need for any other kind 
because all power is in the departmental heads. The departmental 
heads can funnel all powers where the sy ple ase and there is no use of 
saving that we consolidate the attorney of the Labor Board with the 
Labor Board or vice versa. If we adopt this policy for all depart- 
ments, then we stop, because that covers everything. 

Mr. Finan. There still would remain, just to illustrate one type 
of reorganization, the transferring of a function from one depart- 
ment to another. The only way to can abviate that would be to place 
all functions in the President and let his reorganize. 

Mr. Poage. If it would be sound to place all power in the depart- 
ment head, then certainly it follows that is equally sound, and I be- 
g's you can say it with more force because the President is elected 
by the people, th: at all power should be pl aced in the President and he 
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should exercise every power that Hitler ever exercised. By that 
re asoning if you want to get the most eflicient form of vovernment 
you will place all power in the hands of the Executive. 

Mr. Finan. Well, in terms of making it easy to recognize the 
executive branch, that would be the w: iy todoit. You will recall that 
in both the previous wars, in the War Powers Act that exact authority 
has been put in the President and wl has been forced to use it exten- 
sively during the war, strictly as an emergency measure and we do 
not have major programs, the function of which Congress curre ntly 
places in the President. 

Mr. Poace. Exactly, and that is the point I am making, that if you 
are going to follow this philosophy, that the Congress should not 
review the specific acts, then you must lead inevitably to the con 
clusion that the most effective and efticient way to administer gov- 
ernment is to delegate to the Executive all powers and reserve nothing 
in the legislative branch of the Government. 

Mr. Finan. We are dealing with only one relatively small power 
here, and that is the power to control organization. 

Mr. RiruiMan. I feel the same as you do, Mr. Finan. We are 
delegating rw authority to the President to make recommendations 
and send in his p Jlans, but in the final administration Congress has the 

right to reject those plans and, as you probably know, there is today 

a resolution to re ject this plan which was introduced by my colleague 
Mr. Fountain, so for that reason we have an opportunity to decide 
in the House whether or not we will concur in it. 

Mr. Poacr. I do not see as a practical matter that we have any 
understanding whatever of the plan. I do not understand it. I do 
not believe that many people understand it. I think the Secretary 
clearly stated he didn’t want to exercise the powers granted. He told 
us many things he didn’t want to do. 

Mr. Rreniman. | haven't the gentleman’s experience and back- 
ground on the Agriculture Committee. He did clearly say what he 
intended to do up to this time, but in all reorganization plans and as 
we reviewed them, other than the one dealing with the Internal Rev- 
enue Office, there has not been laid down complete and specific plans 
and programs, but we vest the authority in the Administrator from 
time to time promulgating those plans and carrying them out, but I 
do not think that in the plans of 1950 and 1949, other than the one 
that I was very much interested in myself, the Internal Revenue plan, 
they did have a fairly good chart and it was a little easier to deal 
vith that because the cities and counties where we have internal 
revenue offices set up, they were able to point out the changes that 
might be made. 

I think the Secretary has tried to tell us exactly what he intends 
to do as of today. The reorganization plans so far, and I think Mr. 
Fountain brought that up, have never had a limitation as to when 
they should complete the reorganization, because as you say, in 2 years 
you have got to con ip ete it and he is hurried and doesn’t vive it the 
study it should have. 

] h: ave explic it confidence in the Secret: ry and I think you do and 
I think he will be very careful as to the major changes to be made, 
and he has said in his statement here that the plan provides that 
hearings on any major changes will be held and they will probably 
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come before your committee where you people in dealing with them 
will have a good opportunity to observe them. 

Mr. Poage. I have as much confidence in Mr. Benson as in anyone 
else. I am ready to trust Mr. Benson as an individual. He is an 
honest man. I am convinced of that. He is a sincere man. I am 
convinced of that. He is a man of intelligence and I raise no ae. 
tion that he proposes to use these powers mi: alic iously but I do repeat 
that he could just as well come to us 2 years hence and say “Now I 
hi ave decided that I do want to make certain changes. What about 
it ¢” 

He could come to this committee just as easily as he can to the 
Agriculture Committee, but this committee would have the right to 
veto at that time, or Congress would, whereas under the arrangement 
now proposed when he comes he can tell us about it. If we agree, 
that is fine. If we don’t agree, it is still fine but it still goes into 
effect. 

Mr. Rreni_man. If that is true in this case, it is equally true in the 
other plan we have passed. 

Mr. Poacr. I have to confess there that I cannot plead that I had 
no responsibility but this one involves the committee where I have a 
primary responsibility, therefore I have given it more study than I 
did to other plans. 

Mr. Rreuiman. We appreciate your deep interest in it. 

Mr. Fountain. Why did the Congress place a time limitation on 
the President if time limitation was not of significance in submitting 
a reorganization plan? 

Mr. Rreni~man. There is no limit on the time he can present them. 

Mr. Founrary. He has to present his plan by 1955. 

Mr. Rieutman. That is true. 

Mr. Founrarn. And if there is no extension, he cannot present the 
plan after that. Instead of having the time limitation, by this plan we 
permit the President to do contrary to what Congress authorized him 
todo. He is transmitting to his Secretary authority which Congress 
gave only to him. 

Mr. Rrentman. I think that can be dealt with a little better during 
the election in respect to that authority. I assume that if we got a new 
administration there will be an extension of the reorganization plan 
and give the President the same authority as given the previous presi- 
dents, but when you limit the time to an Administrator or a Secret tary, 
I do not think you can put a limit on it if it hasn’t been done hereto- 
fore. 

Mr. Fountain. Right now he is already engaged in the process of 
doing what appears to me to be reorganization without the authority 
which he is asking for. 

Mr. Rreutman. Are there any other questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Finan. 

The next witness will be Mr. Frank K. Woolley, legislative counsel 
of the American Farm Bureau. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK K. WOOLLEY, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Wootxiry. The American Farm Bureau Federation, a volun- 
tary, nongovernmental general farm organization representing ap- 
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proximately a million and a half dues-paying farm families in 47 
States and Puerto Rico, takes this opportunity to present 1ts views In 
support of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, pertaining to the 
United States Department of Agriculture. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation has advocated for a long 
time the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture, and in so 
doing generally supported the recommendations of the Hoover Com 
mission in this regard. At the December 1952, annual convention of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation, the need for action regarding 
reorganization was recognized as of immediate importance. There- 
fore, our 1953 policy resolutions provided for general principles of 
organization, decentralization, coordination, and an indication of our 
willingness to work with other groups in a practical application of 
these principles. Our current resolutions on this subject are as 
follows: 


We have long resisted the trend toward concentration and centralization of 
power in the Federal Government. ‘Through resolutions, representations to 
Congress, and consultation with other groups, we have expressed our viewpoint 
on means to retain individual freedoms. Now we urge immediate action to imple- 
ment our policies 

Because of the complexities and urgency of formulating a detailed adminis- 
trative and legislative program to reorganize the Government, we recommend 
that the American Farm Bureau Federation board of directors be empowered 
to develop a specific plan after consultation with other interested groups in order 
that the plan can be put into effect as soon as possible. As a guide, we urge that 
any pattern of reorganization worked out be consistent with the following princi- 
ples and philosophy. 

Every program should be examined to ascertain if it is actually needed; and if 
so, whether it can be reduced, combined, or decentralized and to what extent it 
needs coordination with other programs to avoid overlapping, duplication, and 
inefficiency. 

CRITERIA FOR DECENTRALIZATION 


The criteria used for considering decentralization and coordination of needed 
programs should be as follows: All doubts concerning the solution of any prob- 
lem either by the individual or the unit of government closest to the individual. 
The following tests should be made: 

(1) Should the responsibility for the solution rest with the individual? 

(2) If not, should cooperatives or other private organizations be encour- 
aged to assume responsibility for solving the problem? 

(3) If not, should the solution of the problem be the responsibility of 
local units of government such as townships, irrigation districts, or school 
districts? 

(4) If not, should the solution of the problem be left up te counties, 
groups of counties, or State government units? 


A PROGRAM FOR DECENTRALIZATION 


If none of these approaches is practical, then consideration should be given te 
encouraging and assisting States to assume responsibility for a program: With 
out any Federal assistance, with only advisory or educational assistance, or on 
a grant-in-aid basis (with or without contributions being made by the local 
groups) to insure real local interest and control. 

If the problem cannot be dealt with by a single State, it should be examined 
to determine whether it can be solved on a multi-State basis through confer- 
ence or interstate compact. 

Interstate compacts would require that the States involved enact enabling 
legislation and ratify any agreement before it is put into effect. The Federal 
Government’s participation in such interstate compacts should consist of impar- 
tial fact finding, efforts to facilitate consideration of problems and, finally, non- 
partisan judgment of disputes arising among the parties to the compact. 

We oppose the Federal Government's bypassing State government and partici- 
pating in economic programs directly .with citizens of a district, county, or 
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smalls overnment unit. or with individuals within a State In instances where 
keder: a istan s necessary. Conzress should ne her assi ie administrative 
powel ) “licate its authority to Federal administrators, but rather set forth 
( ! “do standards in the | with suflicient clarity to avoid arbitrary 
executive action I u Congress should further guard against arbitrary action 
by providing a clear means for recou to speedy and adequate judicial relief 
through t court 

In those instances where a Federal program cannot be fully and effectively 
administered through the St: by meat fa crant-in-aid, cooperative, Federal- 
State arrangement, the program should | idministered by the Federal Govern- 
ment pursuant to standards clearly set forth by act of Congress; and through 
maxim real control by i erests with proper safeguards for the public 
interesi yet without su pul i est being used a l ubtertu e for political 
purpose 

On purely national programs use ould be made of advisory bodies drawn 
on a representative basis from clearly independent and competent sources which 
are in no way subject oO ede mitt ‘ ihn appropriate circumstances, the 
members of such advisory bodies should be confirmed by the Senate 

Reorganization should b chieved ragud as possible, Consistent with the 
development of a specific and und pattern of operation, the enactment of 
necessary Federal | slation and the adoption of needed enabling acts by the 
States. Grant-in-aid programs should provide for a definite terminal date beyond 
which the program will not be made available to a State if such State has not 


enacted enabling legislation, 

That is the end ot the resolution pa sec] at Seattle, VW ish... in 1952, 
which covers our policies for 1953, and is the governing body of law 
for the oflicers of the American Farm Bureau Federation. 

Within the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secre- 
tary, upon taking office, announced a regrouping of the activities of 
the Department into four groups and stated his intention to gradually 
streamline the Department's services in the interest of greater economy 
and efficiency. ‘The four groups are 

(1) Commod Cy Marketing and Adjustment Group, which includes 
the activities of the Commod ty ¢ redit Corporation, the Commodity 
Exchange Authority, Federal Group Insurance, and the Production 
and Marketing Administration, except Agricultural Conservation 
Programs Branch. 

(2) The Agricultural Credit Group, including the Farm Credit 
Administration, the Farmers’ Home Administration, and the Rural 
Klectrification Administration. 

(3) The Research, Extension, and Land Use Group, which includes 
the Agricultural Research Administration, Bureau of Agricultural 
Kconomics, the Extension Service, Forest Service, Soil Conservation 
Service, Agricultural Programs Branch, and the Agricultural Conser- 
vation Branch transferred from PMA. For an interim period the 
ACP Branch, according to the Department, will use facilities and field 
services of Production and Marketing Administration in carrying out 
the agricultural conservation program. The Research, Extension, and 
Land Use Group will also be responsible for flood prevention and land 
and water utilization programs. 

(4) The Departmental Administration Group, which includes the 
hearing examiners, the library, the Office of the Budget and Finance, 
the Office of Information, the Office of Personnel, and the Office of 
Plant and Operations. 

In March 1953 there was further regrouping of the Department’s 
activities by the Secretary, emphasizing the importance of foreign 


trade in solving the farmers’ problems by elevating for the first time in 
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history to the secretarial level a unit designated as the Foreign Agri- 
cultural Service. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation recognizes these as desirable 
steps in the direction of coordination and increased efficiency as long 
called for in our resolutions. However, we also recognize that it is a 
practical impossibility to adequately decentralize the Department of 
Agriculture in accordance with our policies in one single stroke. Re- 
organization has been too long delayed and certainly minor objections 
should not be speciously inflated into major objections, and the in- 
sistence upon a specific detailed plan used as an excuse for delaying 
progress on decentralization. 

Surely the initial step in good administration is to delegate to the 
principal officer of the Department of Agriculture clearly defined au- 
thority to act, equal to the responsibility the farmers and the public 
are led to believe he possesses. It is a complete anomaly to vest su- 
perior authority in heads of agencies who are presumably subordinates 
of the department head. This indefensible position for most depart- 
ments of government was corrected by the Congress when it approved 
reorganization plans for the Departments of Justice, Treasury, Labor, 
Commerce, and Interior in 1950, vesting in the Secretaries of those 
Departments complete authority over all agencies and functions within 
such Departments. 

The second principle that we support is that the funds appropriated 

for a particular program showd be expended for the purpose for which 
they are appropriated. This plan limits the authority of the Secretary 
of Agriculture in this regard as follows: 
but such unexpended balances so transferred shall be used only for the purposes 
for which such appropriation was originally made. 
The actions of the Farm Bureau have consistently guarded this pre- 
rogative of the elected representatives of the people and I am confident 
that it always will strongly oppose any subversion of this principle, no 
matter how cleverly designed. At one stage in the administrative 
process detail organization charts are of some importance. Any plan, 
however, regardless of its detail, would be unsound if the head of the 
department were not limited to using the funds for the purposes 
expressly directed by the Congress. The importance of this major 
fact deserves strong emphasis. 

Let me add that another factor along this same line deserves equal 
emphasis, the policymaking functions of the Congress are in no way 
mitigated by this plan. The Congress still passes the laws with respect 
to the polici 1es. 

For example, if we need to measure the 1953 cotton acreage in order 
to have effective administration of marketing quotas in 1954, it is the 
responsibility of the Congress to pass the laws and to make the money 
available that will enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry on 
that policy, and it is not the responsibility of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, and that responsibility cannot be shifted. 

Third, we believe that the reorganization of the Department should 
be aimed at creating greater efficiency and bringing the programs 
into closet ’ Slitead by local people. The plan submitted directs that 
this be done in unequivocal language as follows: 


the Secretary shall seek to simplify and make efficient the operation of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, to place the administration of farm programs close 
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to the State and local levels, and to adapt the administration of the programs 
of the Department to regional, State, and local conditions. 

Fourth, we support the principle that similar func tions should be 
either coordinated or fully integrated. For instance, we should strive 
for a well balanced educational program; we should have a research 
a designed to meet the total needs of farmers with public re- 

zarch proper ly supplementing private research; and we should insist 
cae the elimination of duplications and inefliciency among the 
agencies administering the various phases of our farm programs. 

Fifth, we believe, however, that if the States and the communities 
are to fully benefit from this concept and properly share in its de- 
suena and execution of resulting programs, it is necessary in 
many cases for States to pass enabling legislation, or to design the 
kind of machinery that fits the States’ present instit alas or agencies. 
We do not believe that this can be done properly by central direction 
or through Federal law. This will require time as well as the partic- 
ipation of local people in the development of the ideas and the imple- 
mentation of this approach. Some programs will lend themselves 
in some States to movement in the direction of decentralization and 
truly local control quicker than others. However, the whole program 
of decentralization should not be held in abeyance until all of the 48 
States are ready to move or until all programs can be reviewed; but 
we should begin to move whenever it is administratively possible to 
do so, without unduly hampering the execution of currently essential 
programs. We support plan No. 2 because it makes the administra- 
tor administratively responsible for moving in this direction as 
rapidly as satisfactory and practical working relationships can be 
developed. 

Sixth, the Farm Bureau has consistently held that farm organiza- 
tions should be consulted in the development of major programs and 
plans directly affecting the welfare and interest of farmers. We sup- 
port plan No. 2 because it provides that the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall hold hearings in respect to development of specific and det ailed 
plans involving major considerations. While broad control of agri- 
cultural policy remains in the Congress of the United States through 
its appropriating and legislative powers, we believe that it is necessary 
for the responsible administrative officer to have direct administra- 
tive authority over the programs. 

Another point I think I should mention here is that this plan does 
not provide for transferring to the Secretary of Agriculture power 
over the Farm Credit Administration. The message transmitting 
the plan specifically took note of the fact that it was anticipated 
that general legislation covering this field would be recommended 
to the Congress and that plan “has been spelled out in legislative 
detail in H. R. 4353. This plan, which definitely shows that the 
present Secretary, through his actions, believes that the Congress 
will take the necessary action to do those things that should be done 
legislatively, sets forth clearly the idea that the decentralization to 
the owners and farmers should be accomplished. It provides the 
mechanism for them to have complete control of the farm credit sys- 
tem. This is something that was contemplated by the act when it 

was passed many, many years ago, but even though the farmers have 
progressively acquired greater and greater ownership in the system, 
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there has been no shifting of power away from central Government 
to the farmers. This is a specific indication in legislative terms of a 
bona fide intention to carry out the expressed intentions that came 
forward with plan No. 2. 

In 1950 a plan was submitted to the Congress ostensibly reorgan'z- 
ing the Department of Agriculture. We opposed that plan then. We 
would oppose the same plan now. We would oppose it because that 
plan did not provide for the safeguards outlined above which are con- 
tained in the present plan. 

Finally, this plan does not give the Secretary of Agriculture author- 
ity to abolish the function of any agency. The Reorganization Act 
of 1949 authorizes the abolition of functions provided the plan sub- 
mitted under that act contains express provisions to do so, However, 
there is nothing in plan No. 2 with respect to the abolition of any 
functions. 

In the execution of this plan, I would expect some people to lose 
their jobs. I would expect some Federal employees to be shifted to 
other agencies. I would expect some reports to flow to different 
agency ‘supervisors —and some even eliminated. I would expect a 
smaller Federal budget. I would expect more privates and fewer 
generals in the army of paid agricultural employees. I would expect 
agencies with the best competence to maintain their position of lead- 
ership. I would expect truly State-controlled agencies to have a 
larger role in future essential programs. I would expect the various 
affected paid employees, or those who speak for them, to present their 
grievances to you. Also, I would expect you to hear from those who 
wish to continue the drift toward more Federal control. We will hear 
from them too. I will consider their source and weigh them for what 
they are worth. 

As a spokesman for farmers, and as a taxpayer, my concern how- 
ever will be whether a reorganization effort gets more service to 
farmers for the amount of money spent, whether farmers themselves 
have a larger voice in guiding the operation of Government agencies 
serving them, whether or not State and local units of government are 
strengthened, and whether the net effect will provide an improved 
mechanism for dealing with the farmers’ economic problems in a way 
that doesn’t lessen our ability to protect our individual freedoms. 
When reorganization is effected in accordance with the fundamental 
principles of Reorganization Plan No. 2 and action taken consistent 
with our resolutions previously quoted, I am confident that we will 
have taken an important step toward achieving these goals. 

As one closing word, Mr. Chairman, I would like to read into the 
record, if it would meet with your approval, an editorial that appeared 
in the Washington Post of Thursday, May 21, 1953, which I think 
does a very good job of summing this up. It is relatively short. 

Mr. Rrenitman. You may proceed. 

Mr. Woottery. It is entitled “New Look for Agriculture” and 
states as follows: 

The opposition that has been raised against the President’s plan to reorganize 
the Department of Agriculture flies directly in the face of the principles laid 
down by the bipartisan Hoover Commission. The Commission concluded that 
each executive department should have a “clear line of command from the top 
to the bottom’; that the head of each department should be held responsible 
for all its activities and that he should therefore be able to adjust and improve 
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the organization under him. These principles are basic to both economy and 
efficiency in government. They have already been applied in various other de- 
partments, and it would be a grave error for Congress to prevent their applica- 
— to agremtere. 

me critics of the plan seem to think that it would permit the abolition of 
import: int functions prescribed by Congress. Secretary Benson completely ex- 
ploded that idea when he appeared before the Senate Committee on Government 
Operations the other day. The plan would permit the Secretary to shift func- 
tions from one agency to another, but no function could be abolished in whole 
or in part. At present, the Secretary has full control over only half of the 20 
agencies in his Departmént. If he is to be held responsible for administering 
the Nation’s agricultural program, he should obviously exercise supervision over 
all the agencies working toward that end. 

There are, however, some functions that the Secretary could not transfer under 
the plan, including the functions of hearing examiners and those of the cor- 
porations within the Department. Indeed, the Farm Credit Administration is 
also placed beyond reach of the function-transfer power, thus eliminating from 
the present plan one of the most controversial parts of the reorganization plan 
thet Congress rejected in 1950. 

One other improvement in the existing plan is its procedural safeguards. The 
Secretary could transfer functions only after consulting with major farm grouns, 
and his changes would have to aim at simplifying the Department’s operations, 
enhancing its efficiency, adapting its programs to regional and local conditions, 
and keeping administration close to the grass roots. Surely all these aims are 
in accord with the wishes of Congress. 

The plan also calls for 2 additional Assistant Secretaries and 1 Administrative 
Assistant Secretary. These new positions are urgently needed to reduce the 
administrative load on the Secretary. Agriculture is the only department with 
but one Assistant Secretary. The additions would involve only minor outlays: 
the total budget for the Secretary’s Office in fiscal 1954 is below the outlay for 
this year. 

If Congress will consider this reorganization plan on its merits, the con- 
current resolution designed to upset it will be consigned to the dust bin. 

Mr. Rrentman. Do you have any questions, Mr. Fountain? 

Mr. Founrarn. I should like permission to insert gee the record im- 
mediately following the editorial a letter which I addressed to the 
editor of the Washington Post in answer to that editorial. However, 
when it gets here from my office I may like to read it into the record. 

Mr. Rrentman. Whichever you prefer, Mr. Fountain. 

Mr. Fountain. As I understand the major opposition of the Ameri- 
can Farm Bureau Federation to the plan of 1950, known as Reorgani- 
zation Plan No. 4, was primarily due to the fact that the Farm Credit 
Administration was not exempted, is it not? 

Mr. Woortry. No, sir: that is only one of the reasons. Other 
reasons were that there was a definite question as to whether the power 
would be used to decentralize or whether it would be used to further 
concentrate power. On the basis of the record. it was reasonable to 
conclude that if there was power vested in the Secretary at that time, 
that it would be used not to decentralize but to further centralize, 
which would of course be in direct contradiction to the resolutions of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation. A resolution to this effect 
has been passed annually by the Farm Bureau since 1937. 

Mr. Founrarn. You are speaking in terms of a man who happened 
to be Secretary of Agriculture at that time? 

Mr. Wootiry. No. I am speaking of the difference between plan No 
2 and plan No. 4. Plan No. 2 specifically directs the Secretary to 
simplify and make more efficient and to adapt the program to local 
conditions and put the control of the program in the hands of the 
local people. This is in the plan. This was not in plan No. 4 of 
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1950, and on the basis of the record at that time it was clear that the 
authority would probably be used in the direction of centralization 
rather than in the reverse direction. 

Mr. Fountain. But with respect to the authority which the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture received pursuant to Reorganization Plan No. 
2, and Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950, the authority vested in the 
Secretary is the same, isn’t it? 

Mr. Woout.ey. I didn’t get your question. 

Mr. Fountain. The authority vested in the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture by Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950 and Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 of 1953 is essentially the same, is it not ¢ 

Mr. Woortey. I view it as very essentially different and I strongly 
disagree with the statements that are made to the effect they are one 
and the same. There are 3 or 4 fundamentally different points, 
practically any 1 of which would make a strong differentiation be- 
tween the 2 plans. 

The direction to decentralize is given and the Secretary cannot 
avoid giving recognition to that direction in the plan. The fact that 
he can make no major organizational changes except after having 
given everyone interested an opportunity to be heard is an extremely 
important difference, and I think a very important difference is the one 
which says that the funds, the unexpended balances of the appropria- 
tions shall be used for the purpose for which they are appropriated. 
I think that is very important. 

All of that, plus the fact that the Farm Credit Administration 
is not in this plan and there is specific legislation which is proposed 
before the Congress to decentralize the Farm Credit Administration, 
all of those are of extreme significance and the people who are saying 
that there is no difference apparently are predicating their comments 
on the fact that both plans are short because any close reading or 
comparison of the plans impels you to the position that they are very, 
very fundamentally different. 

Mr. Founrarn. I disagree with you. Before you have decentrali- 
zation, in both plans there is too much centralization of authority. 
The only thing there is in the plan is the instruction that he is to 
do a certain amount of decentralizing or simplifying, but there is 
nothing in the plan as to what is meant by decentralization. It is 
up to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. Wootxey. By that statement you are omitting completely any 
reference to the Farm Credit Administration which has been a very 
controversial subject for years. 

As the farmers have progressively obtained a greater and greater 
interest in the capital of the Farm Credit Administration, they have 
believed that they ought to have more to say about it but no one has 
taken any steps in that direction. Resistance on the part of he Fed- 
eral Government has been encountered at every step taken to try to 
give the farmers real control. I will grant you there have been all 
kinds of cases and attempts made to put the face on it that there is 
real control in the hands of farmers. But it hasn’t been real. It has 
only been pseudo, 

Mr. Founrarn. Is it your opinion that the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture has to call in interested persons, farm leaders, and others inter- 
ested in this? 
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Mr. Woottry. The express language of the bill is such that while it 
says that to the extent practicable he shall do so and so, that in sub- 
stance means that he has to do it. Any Secretary of Agriculture who 
makes any major changes without calling interested persons in and 
giving them an opportunity to be heard will be putting himself in 
such a position that it will do him infinitely more damage than it 
will ever possibly do him any good and for practical purposes, that is 
a strict limitation on the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. Founrarn. I think you are right about that, but quite often 
where a man has a lot of power, where a department head has too 
much power, he may suffer the consequences of any wrongdoing, 
whether intentionally or unintentionally, but at the same time other 
people suffer the consequences from power improperly used. 

I would like to read this statement, Mr. Chairman, this letter which 
T dictated to the Washington Post in answer to the editorial which 
was read by Mr. Woolley. It is as follows: 


Dear Sir: I very much enjoyed your thoughtful editorial of May 21 about the 
reorganization plan for the Department of Agriculture, but I was disappointed 
that it did not mention a couple of the basic considerations which have heen 
brought out in the hearin’s by which Congress has tried to learn the reasons for 
requesting such broad authority. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has not yet disclosed to the Congress what 
serious moves he may have in mind. On at least two earlier occasions, after 
asking to be excused from discussing any specifics, he has promntly taken reor- 
ganization steps. These moves were made with only his existing authority, 
causing some of us to be concerned about what he might choose to do with 
unlimited authority. 

This point was made forcefully by the farm organizations in 1950, when 
President Truman asked for the same reorganization plan. 

John H. Davis, testifying for the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives, 
said on May 2 that the plan “leaves too much open to discretion and too much 
latitude for the people who are carrying it out.” He also said that “Congress 
should assume the responsibility for the laying out of the general outline of 
organization.” Pointed out that farm policy was in a state of flux (which it 
still is) and stated that “it is going to be very difficult for any Secretary of 
Agriculture * * * to build and put into effect from within the Department the 
outline of a sound reorganization.” 

The American Farm Bureau Federation, represented by its vice president, 
Romeo E. Short, felt strongly that the reorganization plan “is really not a plan. 
A plan should have recommendations, framework, and structure. Plan 4 does 
not have these. It is therefore not a plan.” 

The opinions of Mr. Davis and Mr. Short have long been given great weight in 
agricultural circles—so much so that both men are now top administrators in the 
Department of Agriculture. Secretary Benson has announced, in fact, that 
they will be made Assistant Secretaries if Congress approves the reorganization 
plan, with its provision for two additional positions of that rank. 

Extensive hearings on this plan have failed to adduce facts or opinions as to 
why conditions are any different now than they were 3 years ago when this 
same authority was articulately opposed and soundly defeated. 

As one who comes from an agricultural district, and who is vitally interested 
in our fgrm programs, IT am well aware that a Secretary must have latitude 
to run his Department, but I submit that Congress likewise has to be assured 
that the programs it authorizes will be carried out as it intends. The Washing- 
ton Post very properly points out about the plan that “no function could be 
abolished in whole or in part,” but we all know that abolition is only one of 
many forms of mortalitv. In fact, abolition is the easiest form to correct or 
reverse by congressional action. 

The Secretary testified, first. that he needed this extremely broad authority, 
but, second. that he had no plans to use it on any agency within the Department. 
As several Senators asked him at the time: Why, then, does he need it? We are 
still awaiting the answers. 
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Many friends of the Department of Agriculture opposed this same plan 3 
years ago because no outline was presented for use of the extraordinary author- 
ity. The Administration may easily obviate its difficulty—if, indeed, there is 
any difficulty—by answering the questions of Congress. Your argument that 
sound principles of public administration call for adequate authority in the chief 
to do his job is well taken; but blanket authority in government can produce 
dangerous results, certainly, when dealing with an agency that affects the lives 
of so many people, directly or indirectly, Congress is entitled to answers to the 
many questions raised. 

Meanwhile, it is apparent from your favorable reference to the Hoover Com- 
mission that you were not aware that the task force on agriculture of that Com- 
mission testified most vehemently against the plan 3 years ago. 

Let me reassure you that many of us who are opposing the plan in this form 
may be inclined to favor it whenever it is supplemented by complete candor on 
the part of those who seek its sweeping authority and a reasonable outline of 
the proposed framework of the plan. 

Mr. Rreni~man. Do you have any questions, Mr. Polk? 

Mr. Potk. Yes, I have a question. First of all, I would like to say 
that I have a very high regard for Mr. Frank Wooley, who has ap- 
peared here. I have known him for a number of years. [am sorry 
1 did not have an opportunity of hearing all your testimony. 

. was wondering if you would review “for me why the American 

‘arm Bureau Federation has reversed itself since the former oppo- 
sition to the former reorganization plan. 

Mr. Wootry. Thank you, Mr. Polk. I am glad you asked me that 
question just that way because the American Farm Bureau Federation 
has not reversed itself. The American Farm Bureau Federation op- 
posed Reorganization Plan No. 4 in 1950 and it would oppose the 
same plan now. We believe that this plan is substantially different 
and the belief is predicated on about 4 or 5 major points. 

No. 1, the Farm Credit Administration is not included in this plan. 
It was included in plan No. 4 and we have all along felt like we should 
put more control in the hands of the owners and the farmers partici- 
pating in the system and we believe am a board appointed as pro- 
vided in the draft of numbered H. R. 4353, would do a lot toward 
moving it out toward the real control by the farmers out in the coun- 
try. That is not included in the plan and the draft of the pending 
bill has been approved by the Grange, the National Cooperative Coun- 
sel, the executive committee of the N. F. L. A., the executive commit- 
tee of the P. C. A. and the banks for cooperatives. This is a very 
fundamental proposition. 

No. 2, this plan specifically directs the Secretary to decentralize, to 
place administration close to State and local levels. We are all for 
that. In all my experience in the De »partment of Agriculture, I have 
always worked for real local control. There has been a group always 
who talked a very, very good game about being in favor of local con- 
trol, but all they w: anted to do was to give the : appearance that there 
was local control but have invisible strings run back into W ashington 
and pull the strings back here. I could enumerate my ex 7 lences 
and I am sure you ‘know that there are matters that I could br ing up 
that deal with that point spec ifically. 

Here is a plan which says, “You shall go in this direction.” 

The other plan was silent. Plan No. 4 did not say in which direction 
you should go, and there is considerable difference in a plan which 

— ifically directs the Secretar y to go in the direction that the Farm 
Bureau wants to go and a plan that is completely silent. 
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For instance, there is a provision that if there are going to be any 
major changes, that there has to be an opportunity given to interested 
persons to be heard. That is of particular significance in this respect, 
you and I know that every agency in the Department of Agriculture 
has a protective society built around it. You have the PM A commit- 
teemen formed into a protective society for the PMA. You have the 
National Association of Soil Conservation district supervisors, ete. 
There is a protective society for each of the agenc ies for the express 
purpose of putting the heat on you Members of Congress whenever 
anything. happens down here that has to do with them and that the 
agency heads here do not like. 

Mr. Porx. What is your opinion? Do you believe that under your 
plan No. 2 the Secretary would seek the advice of your organization ? 
Some of those organizations you mentioned are pretty good organiza- 
tions. 

Mr. Weottry. He has to seek the advice of not only the protective 
societies around the Department agency, but he also has to seek the 
advice of the free institutions where people voluntarily join and vol- 
untarily pay their fees. He has got to consult with them too. 

kor practical purposes what that means is this, and I think this is 
important to Congressmen, it means that the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture cannot make any major moves unless he has rather wholesale 
approval of it. If you make a move and there is one major group 
that has a major objection to it, you know how the thing operates. 
They are going to be able to raise so much fuss about it and they have 
so many anchors in Congress that the Secretary will not be able to 
move. 

I haven’t mentioned the one other important aspect, and that is 
that the Secretary can only use unexpended balances for the pur- 
poses for which vd were appropriated. It is true that the renegnt: 
ization act contains that language, but it is also true that plan No. 4 
did not have that express provision in it and it was very questionable 
as to whether or not that might not abrogate the provisions of the 
reorganiaztion act pertaining to that particular plan. There was a 
definite question in Reorganization Plan No. 4 as to whether or not 
the Secretary could not move unexpended balances around the way 
he wanted to regardless of the purpose for which the funds were 
appropriated. There is no confusion about that in the present plan. 

Mr. Pork. Of course, we are interested in efficiency and economy. 
That is the only fundamental reason, as I see it, for the reorganiza- 
tion. How do you feel this would bring about more eflicienc y and 
more economy ? 

Mr. Woctuiry. I do not think there is a single responsible person 
in the Department of Agriculture who has been there or who wouldn’t 
admit that there are plenty of places where you could bring about 
more efficiency and coordination. 

Yow know when we put the Production and Marketing Adminis- 
tration together in 1945, there were 14 agencies consolidated, and from 
the noise made by the 14 consolidated agencies when we put them to- 
gether in PMA, you would have thought the world was coming to an 
end. You know personally what went on in connection with that. 
The world did not come to an end. We cut out thousands of em- 
ployees from the Production and Marketing Administration. There 
were 22,000 employees in PMA. When we got through, there were 
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around 11,000 people in the PMA. That reorganization plan was 
carried out under the War Powers Act. Plan No. 2 would give the 
Secretary that kind of authority, with the safeguards that I have 
mentioned which were not in existence in those days. 

Mr. Fountary. I understood you to say that you represented the 
opinion of 1,037,000 dues-paying members. 

Mr. Woottry. 1,492,000 dues-paying farm families throughout the 
Nation. 

Mr. Founratn. Throughout the Nation ? 

Mr. Woontiey. That is m@ht 

Mr. Fountarn. Did each of the board of directors of the groups 
of farm people have separate resolutions, or is this the resolution of 
the hierarchy in the organization, the top level ? 

Mr. Wooutey. I am glad you asked that question because there are 
lots of popular notions floating about, about the American Farm Bu- 
reau Federation. 

As a matter of fact, at one time I had some popular misconception 
about the American Farm Bureau Federation. You see the Ameri- 
can Farm Bureau Federation, instead of operating from the top down 
like many organizations do which justifies people on the Hill being 
rather suspicious as to how policies are made, the American Farm 
Bureau Federation operates from the bottom up. It actually sprung 
up in the counties and the counties formed State federations and the 
States joined together and made a national federation. This infor- 
mation came up from the bottom. We have an agreement between the 
States that any State which disagrees with what the other States do 
in a national meeting can, by written notice, serve notice on the 
national organization that they disagree. No State has written in 
and said that they disagree and all the States passed the resolution 
in December 1952. They have had ample opportunity to discuss this 
question. 

I have written them consistently about the progress of the reorgani- 
zation plan. This organization actually operates from the bottom up 
and this is as a result of resolutions passed by a resolutions committee, 
consisting of representatives from each of the 48 constituent units of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation, with the voting delegates at 
the national convention passing them, and I might add this, it was 
passed after the voting delegates had a thorough opportunity to study, 
review, revise, and amend. There was no such proposition of simply 
getting in a room and rigging up a platform and then somebody read- 
ing it off after midnight and after listening for about an hour or an 
hour and a half somebody standing up at 1 o’clock and saying “All| 
those in favor signify by saying ‘Aye’; those opposed by saying ‘No.’ 
The ‘ayes’ have it.” 

None of that happens. No such policy as that is followed in the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. Our statement is on the basis 
of what the great majority of people in the organization throughout 
the country think. 

Mr. Fountain. You have no way of knowing whether those people 
are familiar with the Reorganization Act of 1949 and whether or not 
they have an opinion as to whether this plan violates the spirit and 
intention of the Reorganization Act. 

Mr. Woo.ttey. Inside the American Farm Bureau Federation there 
is every encouragement given to a full discussion of all of the various 
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issues. We have a newsletter that we put out every week and in that 
newsletter we try to give the people in the counties a complete story 
as to what is going on here and with the background which they al- 
ready have I think you will find many, many people who thoroughly 
understand the issues involved here and understood the issues in 1950. 

Mr. Rreniman. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Hoffman, do you have a question ? 

Mr. Horrman. Your statement that your organization works from 
the bottom up interests me. That is very encouraging to me because 
it has been my experience that there are too many organizations pur- 
porting to represent various groups which work the other way. I will 
not name some of them. 

This week brought us a flood of letters from the officers of a national 
organization. My experience with that particular organization has 
been that it advises the people in the local communities but all the 
advice they get comes from the national organization in Washington. 
This advice is not always in accord with the thinking of the people 
at the local level. 

Frequently I will get a letter from a local organization suggesting 
that I vote in a certain way and support a certain bill. I write back 
and send a copy of the bill and say “What particular provision of 
this bill do vou think is the most important? What do you think this 
bill will do?” 

Many, many times I never get an answer. Only once in a while do 
I get an answer with a further question “Who suggested that you 
write me?” 

I know very well, and I am sure that other Members of Congress 
know, that this propaganda, well meaning as it is, represents the views 
of people sitting in Washington and not the views of my constituents 
in the field. 

Someone was asking this morning about just what economies it is 
expected will be brought about. In other words, where will it be 
saved. To those of us who keep in rather close touch with our dis- 
tricts, we know many things that can be lopped off. 

For example, in my own county we have township committeemen. 
I remember one some 15 years ago and I still have the check which he 
received from Washington for some service that he was supposed to 
have rendered. He brought it in and gave it to me and said “I never 
did anything to earn that money.” 

He added: “I have been instructed to go into a certain township 
in my county and interview the farmers and ask them to support this 
plan. While Iam doing that I get so much per day.” 

And then they conduct these schools for 10 days in April, where 
they instruct the local officers and then take them over to collect. 
One member gets paid for the transportation for the group and they 
all get somuch per day. Do they still have that? 

Mr. Woo.iry. They have State meetings in which they discuss 
questions. 

Mr. Horrman. Do they have this local school of instruction in the 
county ? 

Mr. Woottry. On various programs they have had them over the 


years. 


. 
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Mr. Horrman. Well, this farmer was a member of that group, and 
he received his compensation and brought in his check and said to 
me, “I wish you would use that for some charitable institution.” 

Naturally there are many of those. In many organizations there 
can be savings made when they are called to the attention of the Secre- 
tary, if he really wants to make savings. 

Mr. Woottry. We believe there is room for great improvement. Our 
farm people know it. ‘There are illustrations all over the country 
available to anyone who is really searching for an answer. ‘There are 

kinds of economies that can be made, and we know that if we are 
going to discharge our responsibility for self-government, that we as 
individuals have to come forward and request soleil ions to those kinds 
of problems in the area that we are competent to talk about, which is 
agriculture, and we think if we do our job in this area that other 
people will do their jobs in other areas. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation is very strong on the idea 
that in order for there to be efficiencies that we have to cut down on 
the amount of money that the Federal Government is spending, and 
we have come forward with specific recommendations with respect to 
agriculture because we know what we are talking about and the evi- 
dence we have is incontrovertible evidence. We know that if we come 
forward and do your job with respect to agriculture, there are other 
areas that might gain courage from that kind of a display of citizen- 
ship and do the same thing. 

Mr. Horrman. Another question comes up, and it keeps recurring 
in all the Federal departments and agencies, and that is this; how far 
do you think the employees who represent the Agriculture Depart- 
ment should be permitted to go in expressing their political views, that 
is their views as to support of a candidate and support of a program ? 
What I am getting at is this: Where do you draw the line concerning 
the individual citizen’s absolute right to speak, or to put out prop- 
aganda, either in favor of a candidate or in favor of or against a 
legislative proposition? I know there is a statute which prohibits 
the soliciting of funds in many Federal buildings for political pur- 
poses. Sometimes the political purpose is defined and sometimes it 
isn’t. What is your position on that ? 

Mr. Woo.ey. We alw: ays believe that one of the grave di angers to 
individual liberty is the proposition of groups being identified with a 
Federal program. They are not Federal employee s but they are 
identified with the Federal program by reason of some committee 
assignment or otherwise. 

Mr. Horrman. Or the expenditure of Federal dollars. 

Mr. Woottry. And they expend Federal money and lots of times 
they become confused. They become advocates for that particular 
program to the exclusion of other programs and they become blinded 
to the fact that they are really indulging in a device that will really 
be the undoing of self-government. 

We do not think that is a healthy thing. We think it ought to be 
corrected. We think that it is the kind of a device that is going to 
be everybody’s undoing. There are 2 forces at work in the world 
o ay, in our opinion, and we believe that many of these problems 

‘an be answered by these 2 forces that are at work. 

One of them is the American force that is at work, which believes 
that the individual is greater and more sovereign than the state, that 
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he is above the state, that the individual gives a part of his sovereign 
power to the state but that he keeps a part of it himself. 

Mr. Horrman. When you say the “state,” I assume you mean the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Wooutry. Yes, sir: and even the State government so far as 
that is concerned, and this fundamental idea is being challenged by 
the idea that the state is the end-all and the be-all and the individual 
is a mass of putty in the state. 

Those two ideas are in conflict, but we do not want to give any com- 
fort to the proposition that puts the state over the individual. We 
want the state to be the dominant, sovereign power only to the point 
that the individual permits it and we want to see that that continues 
for as long as we are here. 

Mr. Horrman. I take it you subscribe to the doctrine set forth by 
the framers of the Constitution that the Federal Government has only 
the power which was given to it by the people, and the rest of it be- 
longs to the people. 

Mr. Wooutury. That is correct, and we are willing to stand up and 
be counted on many issues that go to the very root of that proposition. 
We are not just paying lip service. When you have to stand up and 
be counted on whether vou want Federal money or not, we will stand 
up and be counted if there is an invasion of any individual liberty 
in that direction. 

Mr. Horrman. My understanding is that the gentleman is willing 
to forego what might be termed benefits from the Federal Govern- 
ment in the way of payments in order to retain that individual free- 
dom. 

Mr Wootiry. That’s exactly right; and we believe, unless we get 
our Government reorganized to the extent where we decentr: alize a 
lot of this authoritv—I mean real decentralization: I don’t mean 
have the strings back here in Washington. 

One good example is the school-lunch program. That used to be : 
completely conttarined Federal program. Now, we have that on 
erant-in-aid basis, and the States are actually running the school- 
lunch program. It’s not being run in Washington. The money is 
turned over to the States and they control it. 

Mr. Horrman. One thing caused me to ask the question I did in 
the beginning as to the organization’s idea about a man’s right to 
express his views politically, while spending Federal dollars. This 
was the fact that some of the agencies have collected on Federal 
premises rather large sums to put over a program in which they were 
individually interested. 

There is also a further fact. As long as 10 years ago, maybe 13, our 
county agent had up in his office, where the rent was paid by the Fed- 
eral Government, in part at least, a sign or banner, probably 5 or 6 
feet long, which said: 


eS 


You world have received for your wheat 50 cents more a bushel if it hadn’t 
been for Congressman Hoffman. 


Now. I thought that was in violation of the statute, but he seemed 
to think it was all right; and, in my judgment, it not only wasn’t true, 
but it was rather strong propaganda. 

Mr. Woottey. Well, you see, now, you are talking about the thing 
that really concerns us. If billions of dollars—literally billions of 
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dollars—are made available through the Federal Government to be 
used—oh, it’s clever, it’s subtle, and ordinary people won’t believe 
how subtle it is. But, of course, this proposition, example, that you 
used wasn’t very subtle. 

Mr. Horrman. Not very. 

Mr. Woottry. But when you ve got billions of dollars being used 
and the control is from a Federal Government and Federal tenacles 
entangle the entire body politic, this thing gets pretty rough. 

And if you really believe in liberty, you just don’t believe in push 
ing that thing one step further. In fact, you believe in turning around 
and getting out of the hole you’ve gotten yourself into—whether you 
blindly or knowingly walked into it. You know it’s there now. You 
can see it. It’s obvious, and you had better do something about it if 
you intend to protect yourself. 

Mr. Horrman. I think that is all. 

Mr. Rreutman. Mr. Dawson, do you have a question ? 

Mr. Dawson. I was interested in what I heard, but I don’t think I 
heard enough to predicate any questions. 

Mr. Horrman. Would you feel the effectiveness of a Federal agency 
putting signs in your district’s official office that Mr. Dawson was no 
good as a candid: ite ? 

Mr. Dawson. Isit true? Would it be true? 

Mr. Horrman. No; but it might misinform some individuals. 

Mr. Rrenuman. You wouldn't care to have that statement in the 
record ¢ 

Mr. Horrman. What? My endorsement of the gentleman? 

Mr. RrenuMan. Pardon. 

Mr. Horrman. I have no objection. I think he is a good Congress- 
man. 

Mr. Fountain. Did Mr. Benson or anyone for the Secretary make 
any statements to you or your group as to what he would do or would 
not do as far as the Farm Credit Administration is concerned ? 

Mr. Wootiey. The only commitment I know he has made has been 
made publicly. Everything I know about it he has said is in the 
record. 

Mr. Fountain. That is all. 

Mr. Rrestman. Thank you very much, Mr. Woolley. 

The next witness will be Mr. Robert L. L. MeCormick. 

Will you identify yourself for the record, please ? 

Mr. HorrMan. May I ask how many more witnesses there are and 
whether you intend to conclude by this evening or continue until you 
finish ? 

Mr, Rrentman. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, we hope to 
finish this evening. 

Mr. McCormick has a ver ‘y short statement. He said he would be 
elad to have it inserted in the record, make a brief statement and per- 
mit us to ask him any questions. 

I think that might be true of 1 or 2 other witnesses, and we 
have, I think, only 2 other witnesses following Mr. McCormick, plus 
2 or 3 statements I will insert in the record at the close of the hear ing. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, I have no suggestions. I was just asking for 
information, and I assume Mr. Dawson would be glad to have the same 
information. 


3838798—53 10 
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Mr. Dawson. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. I hope the gentleman will proceed, and close to- 
night, if possible. ' 

Mr. Rieutman. We will endeavor, sir, with your cooperation. 

Mr. MeCormick. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. L. McCORMICK, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, 
CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR THE HOOVER REPORT 


Mr. McCormick. Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert L. L. McCor- 
mick. I am director of research for the Citizens Committee for the 
Hoover Report. 

I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if it would be all right if I were to submit 
this prepared statement for the record, and then comment on two 
points that I'd like to make. 

Would that be all right, sir? 

Mr. RrentmMan. We would be very happy to have you do that, Mr. 
McCormick. 

(Mr. McCormick’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Ropert L. L. McCorRMiIcK, Director oF RESEARCH, CITIZENS COM- 
MITTEE FOR THE HOOVER REPORT 


My name is Robert L. L. McCormick. I am director of research of the Citi- 
zens Comimttee for the Hoover Report and I am also vice president and a prin- 
cipal in the firm of Coates & McCormick, Inc., of New York, N. Y., and Wash- 
ingion, D. C. I am appearing before your committee at the request of Sidney 
A. Mitchell, chairman of the Citizens Committee, and John Stuart, chairman of 
the agricultural committee of the Citizens Committee. 

We believe that Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 provides for a much-needed 
reorganization of the United States Department of Agriculture. 


WHAT THE PLAN WOULD DO 


The following changes are the more important ones provided in the plan: 

(1) Transfer to the Secretary all departmental functions not now vested 
in him, except those of the hearing examiners, the corporations of the De- 
partment, the Advisory Board of the Commodity Credit Corporation, and the 
Farm Credit Administration. 

(2) Authorize the Secretary to redelegate functions. 

(3) Permit transfers of records, property, personnel, and appropriations. 

(4) Create 2 additional Assistant Secretaries and 1 Administrative As- 
sistant Secretary. These represent new titles for existing offices, and will 
not increase existing personnel. 

The plan represents a fundamental step in the first thoroughgoing departmental 
reorganization in many years. 


WHAT COULD BE ACCOMPLISHED 


This plan would make possible several organizational proposals made for that 
Department by the Hoover Commission. First, a reduction in the number of 
officials reporting directly to the Secretary. As the Hoover Commission pointed 
out, well over 20 major entities now report directly to the Secretary. Second, 
ending the organizational autonomy of major units. The Hoover Commission 
called the Department “a loose confederation of bureaus,’ and recommended 


most strongly that the Secretary should be in full charge of his Department. 
Third, reorganization of the Department can be accomplished right down to the 
county level. Fourth, conflicts in the Nation’s agricultural policies can be re- 
duced or eliminated. 

According to the analysis of the Senate committee, 7 of the 16 recommenda- 
tions of the Hoover Commission are either included in the plan or can be ac- 
complished through authority which would be granted by it. We would like 
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to point out, however, some important recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission cannot be accomplished by this reerganization plan, but would require 
substantive legislation. Others can be done by reorganization plans, but, since 
they entail interdepartmental transfers, could not be accomplished in a single 
plan applicable only to one Department. In this respect, the practice of sub- 
mitting a separate plan for each separate transfer always has been followed. 
Although it is not clear whether or not this is required by the Reorganization 
Act, it has not been customary to incorporate interdepartmental transfers in a 
plan for a single Department. 


PAST HISTORY OF THIS REORGANIZATION PROPOSAL 


The Hoover Commission recommended that department and agency heads 
should be given authority to reorganize their departments and agencies as they 
saw fit. That principle was accepted by the previous administration. During 
the 81st Congress, Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950 was submitted, along with 
20 other plans, most of them of similar type. That plan was defeated—on the 
ground that it was not sufficiently specific, although it had been certified as being 
in accord with the recommendations of the Hoover Commission. 

Faced with defeat of that plan, the Citizens Committee then prepared a very, 
very detailed proposal, spelling out everything that ought to be done in the De- 
partment of Agriculture. That proposal was made to the new 82d Congress in 
early 1951 by your present chairman, Mr. Hoffman (H. R. 3308) and by your 
committee’s then chairman, Mr. Dawson (H. R. 3684). Simultaneously an 
identical measure, S. 1149, was introduced in the Senate by Senators Aiken; 
O’Conor, McCarthy, Taft, Ferguson, Smith of New Jersey, Lodge, Douglas, Ben- 
ton, Duff, Saltonstall, Ives, and Dirksen. 

In the House, these two bills were referred to the Committee on Agriculture. 
Several requests were made to that committee for hearings, beginning on May 8, 
1951, with a formal letter of request from Dr. Robert L. Johnson, chairman of 
the citizens committee, to Chairman Cooley, of the House Committee on Agri- 
culture. However, no opportunity was afforded to the citizens committee, the 
farm organizations, and other interested groups to appear before the Committee 
on Agriculture in order to explain the detailed plan. The Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations, by contrast, held extensive hearings with regard to some 10 
or 12 Hoover Commission bills within its jurisdiction. Hence, the specific plan 
we presented was apparently not acceptable in 1951-52—any more than had been 
its predecessor, Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950. 

So now the Congress is faced with a third attempt to reorganize the Depart- 
ment, an attempt by a new administration to come up with a third plan. This 
plan, while it is very similar to Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950, is at the same 
time considerably more specific, as previous witnesses have pointed out in detail. 

It seems to us, therefore, that, since a very broad plan has been tried only to 
fail and since a very specific plan has been tried only to fail, this plan before 
you today presents the Congress with an acceptable middle course. 

Four further objections have been raised to this plan. 

First, it is said that the plan might lead to abuses. 

It was a major premise of the Hoover Commission's report that an official 
charged with heading a department should have reasonable authority to direct 
the affairs of that department. Otherwise the President, the people, and the 
Congress would not be able to hold the Secretary responsible for obtaining re 
sults or for the lack of results obtained. 

The principle embodied in this plan has been accepted by the Congress in the 
case of every major executive department, except Agriculture. The principle 
has been tried for 3 years; so far the Congress has not been faced with the 
problem of abuses predicted by opponents of the 6 departmental reorganization 
plans enacted. What better evidence have we than the fact that the Congress has 
not been asked to pass remedial legislation due to abuses of the authority in any 
of those 6 cases? Hence it can be proven that the principle does work without 
abuse. It does not seem reasonable to us therefore to make a special case out 
of Agriculture by defeating this plan No. 2—and hence excepting Agriculture 
from a principle which has worked in the other departments. 

Second, it has been said that the plan just gives “a blank check” to the Secre- 
tary and that the Congress does not know what use would be made of it. 

This argument was raised in the discussion of Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 
1950, which was defeated. However, in the instant case, there is a substantial 
difference. On January 21, 1953, right after the inauguration, the Secretary did 
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issue memorandum No. 1320, indicating the direction toward which he would move 
in reorganization. This met with general approval on the part of farm groups 
and Hoover Commission and citizens committee experts. Furthermore, Presi- 
dent Eisenhower has shown his general approval of the Hoover Commission’s 
prop »sa's. In effect, this approval has already been picked up and partially acted 
upon by the Secretary, so that one can assume that further changes will follow 
the broad pattern already adopted. Parenthetically, I might point out that the 
steps already taken cannot he fully implemented without this plan. In addition, 
I note that the plan is quite specific in its requirements of greater decentraliza 
tion of Federal agricultural activities. In this case there is a definite indication 
from the President, both in the plan and in his message. 

T>ird, it has been implied that the plan would lead to elimination of functions 
of the Department. 

There is no authority set forth in Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 for elimi- 
nation of functions which have been authorized by the Congress. In effect, 
section 5 of the plan requires that appropriations granted by Congress must 
follow the functions in any transfer from bureau A to bureau B, or from one 
official to another; and section 4 (4) of the Reorganization Act covers the same 
point 

Furthermore, we would like to point out that some 30 plans including 6 depart- 
mental reorganizations of the same general nature have been approved by Con- 
gress in the last 4 years. In not one case has a function been eliminated. There 
have been subsequent transfers, mergers, and redelegations, but no elimination 
of agencies or functions. 

Wh'l> it might be argued that the Reorganization Act of 1949 carried with it 
the authority to abolish functions, this authority, if it exists, would apply only 
to the submission of plans to Congress for that purpose. Since plan No. 2 does 
not even mention “abolition of functions” it is clear that the President has not 
here sought such authority for the Secretary, even were it unlawful for him 
to do so, 

Hence, we cannot identify any reason that might lead to the conclusion that the 
plan wou'd permit elimination of functions. That would have to be done by 
Congress. 

Fourth, it has been said that the plan should have a time limit on it. 

We have never supported the idea that termination dates should be put on 
specific reorganization plans. We have felt that an administrator should have 
the authority to make changes as a situation requires. Imposition of a rigid 
structure has been found to place a heavy burden on an administrator because 
he would lack the flexibility to meet changes or emergencies. There are several 
other good reasons why plans should not have terminal dates. Some of them 
are given below: 

(1) There have been some 40 or 50 reorganization plans authorized in 
the last dozen years. Were there to be terminal dates put on each, Congress 
wou'd be constantly reopening the matter of every single proposal; and 
year after year the renewal or extension of these plans would clog up the 
machinery of Congress. Had this been found to be necessary, we would, 
of course, advise such periodic consideration of the plans. However, since 
there have been no efforts at controversial remedial legislation as a result 
of these plans, we feel that the constant renewal of them would take up 
the time of the Congress—and to no foreseeable results. 

(2) All legislative action taken subsequent to the enactment of a plan 

beyond the purview of the authority set forth in it. On this the record 
has shown us that the reorganization authority in these plans gradually 
diminishes, as changes affecting organization are embodied in substantive 
legislation. Hence, the authority is not nearly so permanent as opponents 
might allege. 

(3%) Experience also shows us that, due to the great inertia of Govern- 
ment organization, the problem of future action detrimental to the proper 
conduct of an agency is not likely. In fact, our information is that those 
interested in streamlining agencies have found the problem more often is 
one getting changes started after the plans are put into effect. You, I am 
sure, sre familiar with the departments’ tendency to think that, once 
legislation is passed, the job is done. 

(4) It is our further observation that, regardless of political party, 
an administrator tries to do approximately the same things in running 
his organization In this connection we cite you the view of Senator 
Anderson who supports this plan, of Secretary Brannan who fought for one 
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almost exactly like it, and of Secretary Benson who has testified in favor 
of the instant plan. 

(5) The Congress always can, should actions be taken contrary to its 
views on organization, correct the situation. In this connection, I cite you 
the example of the Farm Security Administration, the abolition of which 
was so clearly explained by Congressman Cooley on Thursday. Similar 
action has been taken by the Congress in a few other cases. The relation- 
ship of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation to the Treasury 
was clarified by Congress, subsequent to the passage of a plan. Minor 
revisions were also made in the case of the General Services Administra 
tion and also in the case of the transfer of the Bureau of Employment 
Security to the Department of Labor. Where this problem has come up, 
Congress has taken appropriate action. 

Former President Hoover, speaking as Chairman of the Commission, has urged 
adoption of the plan, for, without it 7 of the 16 recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission cannot be acted upon. The great nationwide farm organizations, 
speaking for the American farmer, have urged adoption of the plan. We com 
mend it to you, because we believe that, unless this plan is enacted the Secretary 
will not have the authority necessary to give the kind of economical and efficient 
service that the farmers of America need and want. 

Mr. McCormick. I would like to comment on the past history of 
this plan. 

In 1950 Reorganization Plan No. 4 was submitted, along with 20 
other plans, most of them of a similar type. That plan was defeated 
on the ground it wasn’t sufficiently specific. 

Then in 1951, with the new 82d Congress, your present chairman, 
Mr. Hoffman, and Mr. Dawson, who was then the chairman of the 
committee, submitted an extremely detailed plan, which spelled every- 
thing out to the last iota practically. That bill was also put into the 
Senate. 

Now, we asked again and again of the Agriculture Committee that 
they hold a hearing on the bill. They never gave an opportunity to 
the Citizens Committee or to the farm organizations or anyone else 
to come in and testify; and, yet, I’ve seen representatives of that com- 
mittee who say, “Well, we don’t have a specific plan.” They had one 
before them, and they never left anybody come in and explain it to 
them even. 

Now, it seems to me, having been in effect defeated on a general 
plan, defeated on a very specific plan, that this plan, the present plan 
before the Congress, is a happy middle ground. I mean, it seems to 
me that you can’t have your cake and eat it in this way. Either you 
want to do something about the Department of Agriculture or not ; and 
this saying that one’s too specific and the other’s not specific e1 nough— 
you just don’t get any place. 

That is my first comment. 

And, then, my second comment, sir, is on the subject of this time 
limit. It’s been suggested that these plans should have time limits, and 
[ don’t think anybody’s answered that question in detail—at least not 
in any of the testimony that I’ve read. 

There have been a total of 44 plans put into effect since the plan 1 of 
1939. 

Now, if there had been a time limit on 44 plans, and they came up 
every year, or 2 or 3, we think it would just clog up the machinery 
of Congress to no avail; and we think so because there have been no 
bills introduced to correct them, if they were wrong. There has been 
no remedial legislation suggested by people who fought to the death 
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against the plan. So, why bring them up every 2 years and hash them 
all out over again? 

We also feel—and I think this is an important point—that the power 
delegated in the entire plan is at its crescent, you might say, the day 
after the plan was put in effect. Then, as subsequent statutes come 
with later dates on them, they delegate authority here and there in the 
Department and the power of the Secretary gradually diminishes. 

I point out in that connection the State Department. In 1949 there 
was complete authority delegated to the Secretary of State. Subse- 
quenly, Congress enacted statutes relating to the Technical Coopera- 
tion Administration and the International Information Administra- 
tion, with the result in those two fields and several others the Secre- 
tary’s power is much less than it was after you gentlemen granted him 
the authority in 1949. 

Another point on this time limit is that we’ve always found the prob- 
lem to be not one of worrying so much about abuses after a plan is put 
into effect, but getting the agencies to do something after the plan is 
put into effect. 

I cite you on that the question which has come up of supply in the 
military. In 1944, I think it was, the Truman committee attacked that 
point. They made recommendations. Very little happened. In 1947 
the first unification act was passed. One of the problems was to have a 
unified supply system—do something about it. Nothing happened. 
In 1949, the same thing. 

Now, we find on this ammunition problem—what’s the trouble? 
The supply system hasn’t been made up. 

And your committee, of course, pointed out the same thing, I think, 
a year or two ago—the Bonner subcommittee. 

So, we don’t think the problem is one so much of abuse as making 
sure something happens afterward. 

I had 1 or 2 other points, but I thought those observations might 
be helpful to you, Mr. Chairman. 

T will be glad to answer any questions. 

Mr. Rieuiman. Mr. Dawson, do you have some questions? 

Mr. Dawson. No; I have not. 

Mr. Rreniman. Mr. Fountain. 

Mr. Fountain. Mr. McCormick, I gather from your testimony that, 
since the so-called specific plan was defeated, which you said had an 
abundance of details—the plan at the time, the plan of 1950, plan No. 
4, was defeated because it wasn’t specific—you are submitting or sup- 
porting what you consider a middle-of-the-road plan ? 

Mr. McCormick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fountain. Do you feel that this is truly a middle-of-the-road 
plan ¢ 

Mr. McCormick. I think it is. 

I think that the Secretary has already taken steps, in that memo- 
randum 1320 of the 21st of January, and supplement 1, which came 
a little later, very much in line with what the Hoover Commission rec- 
ommended; but he doesn’t really have the authority to set up the 
Department into major subdivisions. I think there are six of them 
he proposes, without the authority. In other words, it seemed to us 
he was indicating his intention by setting it up informally and pre- 
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sumably would follow through that intention later on, sir, if the 
authority is delegated by Congress. 
Mr. Fountain. Have you had occasion to study Reorganization 
Act of 1949 very carefully ? 
Mr. McCormick. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Fountain. What is your interpretation of this phraseology : 
Whenever the President, after investigation, finds that— 
any 1 of 6 things he can find— 


is necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes of section 2 (a), he shall 
prepare a reorganization plan for the making of the reorganizations as to which 
he has made findings and which he includes in the plan. 


Mr. McCormick. Well, sir, that language is taken from the Reor- 
ganization Act of April 3, 1989, which, if it would be all right, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to submit the pertinent wording from the act 
which was signed by Mr. Roosevelt on April 3, 1939. It’s almost 
exactly the same. 

May I submit it for the record ? 

Mr. Rreniman. Yes, sir; you may do that. 

(The pertinent wording from the Reorganization Act of April 3, 
1939, referred to, follows:) 


REORGANIZATION ACT OF APRIL 3, 1939 


Src. 4. Whenever the President, after investigation, finds that— 

(a) the transfer of the whole or any part of any agency or the functions 
thereof to the jurisdiction and control of any other agency ; or 

(b) the consolidation of the functions vested in any agency; or 

(c) the abolition of the whole or any part of any agency which agency 
or part (by reason of transfers under this Act or otherwise, or by reason of 
termination of its functions in any manner) does not have, or upon the 
taking effect of the reorganizations specified in the reorganization plan will 
not have, any functions, 

is necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes of section 1 (a), he shall 

(d) prepare a reorganization plan for the making of the transfers, con- 
solidations, and abolitions, as to which he has made findings and which he 
includes in the plan. Such plan shall also— 

(1) designate, in such cases as he deems necessary, the name of any 
agency affected by a reorganization and the title of its head; 

(2) make provision for the transfer or other disposition of the 
records, property (including office equipment), and personnel affected 
by such transfer, consolidation, or abolition; 

(8) make provision for the transfer of such unexpended balances of 
appropriations available for use in connection with the function of 
any agency transferred or consolidated, as he deems necessary by reason 
of the transfer or consolidation for use in connection with the trans- 
ferred or consolidated functions, or for the use of the agency to which 
the transfer is made, but such unexpended balances so transferred shall 
be used only for the purposes for which such appropriation is originally 
made; 

(4) make provision for winding up the affairs of the agency abol- 
ished; and 

(e) transmit such plan (bearing an identifying number) to the Congress, 
together with a declaration that, with respect to each transfer, consolida- 
tion, or abolition referred to in paragraph (a), (b), or (c) of this section 
and specified in the plan, he has found that such transfer, consolidation, or 
abolition is necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes of section 1 
(a). The delivery to both Houses shall be on the same day and shall be 
made to each House while it is in session. 

The President, in his message transmitting a reorganization plan, shall state 
the reduction of expenditures which it is probable will be brought about by the 
taking effect of the reorganizations specified in the plan. 
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Mr. Fountarn. I might go ahead and complete that sentence so you 
can discuss it a little more fully. 

I hadn’t meant to stop there. 

Mr. McCormick. Excuse me. 

Mr. FounrTatn (reading) : 
and transmit such plan to the Congress, together with a declaration that, with 
respect to each reorganization included in the plan, he has found that such re- 
organization is necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes of section 
2 (a). 

That would indicate that the plan would actually contain possibly 
a number of reorganizations which one could read and understand as 
the framework of the reorganization proposed. 

What is vour interpretation of that language ? 

Mr. McCormick. Well, of course, I would point out I am not a 
lawyer, but the way I look at it, as a layman: There have been 44 of 
these plans approved since 1939—5 under President Roosevelt, 5 under 
President Truman under the first act, 34 under President Truman 
in the second act, and 1 under President Eisenhower. 

Now, you’ve had a variety of Attorneys General. Most of those 
plans have been bitterly fought and, yet, no one has ever taken one of 
them into the court, even though there are some plans—for example, 
the plans of 1939—some of those were bitterly fought at the time. 
They were concerned with farm credit and, yet, the opponents of the 
plan apparently did not feel they had sufficient justifies ation, from the 
line of reasoning that you’re following, sir, to take them into court, 
because there’s never been one taken into court. 

That’s all I can say. 

Mr. Dawson. May I ask him one question ? 

Mr. Rren_man. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dawson. Has your committee been reorganized ? 

I think the last time I talked with you you were thinking of going 
out of business. I had a letter today from Mr. Stuart saying you 
were in business again. 

Mr. McCormick. Yes, sir. We have reorganized on a very modest 
scale. compared to formerly, and I don’t know what our plans will 
he. We’re having a directors’ meeting on this Thursday to decide the 
future course of the committee. 

It’s been decided to go ahead on a modest basis—approximately one- 
third as active as formerly, and I will be glad at the directors’ meeting 
on Thursday to give any information on that. 

T just don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Rreniman. Thank vou very much, Mr. McCormick. 

The next witness will be Mr. J. T. Sanders. 

Mr. Sanders, will you identify yourself for the record, please? 


STATEMENT OF J. T. SANDERS, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, THE 
NATIONAL GRANGE 


Mr. Sanvers. Mr Chairman, my name is J. T. Sanders. I am the 
legislative counsel of the National Grange, and I appear today in 
behalf of the Grange. 

Mr. Rreutman. Do you have a prepared statement ? 
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Mr. Sanvers. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement, which is 3 pages, 
double lines, and I believe if I tried to start talking it would take 
longer than if I would read these 3 pages 

Mr. RretuMan. All right; you may ‘proceed to read it right into 
the record. 

Mr. Sanpers. It will take only a few minutes to read the paper. 

Six de _partments of the Federal Government have been reorganized 
under the general reorganization law of 1949, and the National Grange 
has wholeheartedly supported all of these reorganization proposals 
that incorporated the essentials laid down by “the Commission on 
Reorganization of the Executive Branch of the Government. 

And may I just digress here a moment to say that the previous wit- 
ness, Mr. McCormick, and I, and and other representatives, repre- 
sentatives of other farm organizations, worked on the detailed reor- 
ganization bill which he mentioned, which never got submitted. I 
mean, We never got to discuss it before the committees after we worked 
it out. 

Mr. Rrentman. You are referring to Mr. Hoffman’s and Mr. Daw- 
son’s bills? 

Mr. Sanpers. What’s that? 

Mr. Rrew_Man. Were you referring to the two bills introduced by 
Mr. Hoffman and Mr. Dawson? 

Mr. Dawson. I think he is referring to one of the agricultural 
committee, weren’t you? 

Mr. Sanpers. I am referring to one I don’t believe ever got in the 
form of a bill printed 

Mr. RreauMan. That is right. 

Mr. Sanpers. Where we worked out in great detail, by conferences, 
what we thought we would fit a detailed reorganization plan of the 
Department, simply to meet that criticism at the time. 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 follows closely the basic pr ine iples 
as laid down by the Commission on Reorganization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government, and we are in hearty agreement with it. 
We hope sincerely that the committee will facilitate its becoming ef- 
fective as soon as possible. 

The National Grange appeared before the Commission on Reorgani- 
zation of the Executive Branch of the Government when it was for- 
mulating its original recommendations. We also appeared before 
the Agricultural Task Force that was in charge of the special study 
on the problem of reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. 
We, therefore, have had a direct and active part in this movement 
for improving our Federal Government from the beginning. We have 
formally and repeatedly approved of the gener al principles of re- 
organization which the Commission proposed. That is, the National 
Grange has done this in its national session. 

Two marked advantages have resulted, and will result, from carry- 
ing out the recommended reorganization. In the first place, we believe 
that a much more effective, efficient administration of Federal func- 
tions will result from these reorganizations. Duplications and con- 
flicts should be eliminated. These are always frustrating to employees 
of the Government where they exist. Their reduction is certain to im- 
prove the morale and efficiency of the pet rsonnel. In the second place, 
we believe that reorganization has saved, and will save, much Gov- 
ernment expense. 
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The proposed Reorganization Plan No. 2 for the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture is no exception to the general principles 
appliceble to the reorganization already acc omplished under the Gen- 
eral Reorganization Act of 1949. At the present time 9 agencies of 
the Department of Agriculture under the full jurisdiction of the Secre- 
tary, and 10 functions or agencies are under special legislative charter 
or authority and are subject to the Secretary’s limited jurisdiction 
only. 

Obviously, if a Secretary is given the responsibility of administer- 
ing efficiently such a divided house, he cannot render to the country, 
to the C ongress, and the President the most efficient service he is per- 
sonally capable of rendering. The Commission on Reorganization 
of the Executive Branch of the Government put the case briefly when 
it said “No subordinate should have authority independent of his 
superior” and that every administrator “should have full authority 
over the reorganization of his Department.” 

The agencies in the Department over which the Secretary now has 
full administrative authority are the Agricultural Research Admin- 
istration. the Production and Marketing Administration, the Com- 
modity Exchange Authority, the Extension Service, the Foreign 
Agricultural Service, Office of Budget and Finance, the Office of Plant 
Management. and the Library. The agencies over which his author- 
ity is legislatively limited are the Bureau of Agricultui al Economics, 
the Forest Service, the Soil Conservation Service, the Farmers Home 
Administration, the Rural Electrification Administration, and the 
Office of the Solicitor. 

All of these listed agencies would be brought under the Secretary’s 
full jurisdiction so far as personnel and duplication of functions are 
concerned by the Reorganization Plan No. 2. In addition to the 
above 6 agencies of limited jurisdiction, there are 4 other agencies in 
the Denartment over which the Secretary’s authority is legally limited 
but which are not included in the plan now presented. These are the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, the Federal Crop Insurance Corpo- 
ration, the Office of Hearing Examiners, and the Farm Credit Admin- 
istration. 

I heard the Secretary this morning explain why these were excluded 
from the plan. TI shall not discuss the reasons for excluding them, 
except that I would like to say, in the case of the Farm Credit Admin- 
istration. legislation dealing with that agency is now before the com- 
mittees of the Congress, which explains in part why it is now omitted. 

The National Grange, throuch a joint Farm Credit Committee of 
which the present Secretary of Agriculture was an original member, 
has collaborated closely over a period of 10 or 11 years with 2 other 
major national farm organizations and with Farm Credit Agency 
representatives throughout the country more recently, in an effort to 
work ont plans for reorganization of the Farm Credit Administration, 
which nlans are now in nending legislation. 

We should like to call attention to some of the features incorporated 
in the present reorganization plan which were not included in the 
1950 pronosed plan No. 4. In the first place. the present proposal 
has a snecifie provision written into it which obligates the Secretary 
to consult with general farm organization leaders and the appropriate 
committees of the Congress before he makes any major reorganization 
proposals. 
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In the second place, as stated above, the Farm Credit Administra- 
tion is exempted from the operation of the plan, which was not the 
case in the 1950 plan. 

In the third place, there are some important principles or objectives 
written into the current proposal that were not incorporated in the 
1950 plan which we think are very important. They are: 

The Secretary in undertaking any new reorganization must— 

(1) Seek, thereby, to simplify and make more efficient the 
functioning of the agency; 

(2) He must seek to place the administration of farm programs 
as close to the State and local levels as possible; and 

(3) He must adapt the programs to regional, State, and local 
conditions. 

All of these are sound principles or objectives of good government 
that the National Grange has long stood for. 

In conclusion I would like to emphasize that the sound reorganiza- 
tion of the Department of Agriculture, along the lines as laid down 
by the Commission on Reorganization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government, is long since overdue. We have great faith in the sin- 
cerity, integrity, and motives of the present Secretary, and believe that 
he should be given the full bipartisan support of all Members of the 
Congress in this matter. We believe that the present proposal follows 
out in letter and spirit the general principles set out in the Reorgani- 
zation Commission’s recommendations. We sincerely trust that the 
committee will recommend approval of the plan No. 2 of 1953 as it has 
been submitted by the President. 

Mr. Rreutman. Thank you, Mr. Sanders. 

Mr. Dawson, do you have some questions ? 

Mr. Dawson. Just one question: On page 3 you make the statement : 

In the first place, the present proposal has a specific provision written into it 
which obligates the Secretary to consult with general farm organization leaders 
and the appropriate committees of the Congress before he makes any major 
reorganization proposals. 

Suppose the Secretary doesn’t do it and made changes in his Depart- 
ment. Files redress would you have ? 

Mr. Sanpders. We would have no direct redress. If he made a grave 
error, areuah the Congress could easily correct it by simple legislation. 

Mr. Dawson. C ongress can correct it if he makes a slight error. 

Mr. Sanpers. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. But do you place so much stress upon that statement— 
I have heard it repeated quite a few times today and given great 
weight, seemingly that it obligates him—which obligates the Secretar y 
to consult : : and if he is obligated and he doesn’t do it, there is no pro- 
vision here making his act illegs il; is there ? 

Mr. Sanpers. No; that’s right. 

Mr. Founrarn. It says “so far as he deems practicable.” 

Mr. Dawson. I didn’t want to bring out that monstrosity. 

Mr. Sanvers. I know, but quite often the history of legislation has 
a vital influence or effect on its interpretation; and I think if the Secre- 
tary sits here, as he did, and pledges that he will do that, we have 
considerable faith in that being done. 

Mr. Dawson. I am for the plan; but sitting here this morning, lis- 
tening to the testimony, I was intrigued by the fact that there were so 
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many witnesses representing certain organizations, who had voted 
against the 1950 plan and now are for it, and some leaders or members 
of these organizations are now on the Secretary’s staff. 

Was your organization one of those ? ! 

Mr. Sanpers. No; we don’t have any members on the Secretary’s 
staff, but we were in opposition to the 1950 plan. 

We have at least part of one of those classifications. 

Mr. Rreutman. Any other questions, Mr. Dawson ‘ 

Mr. Dawson. That is all. 

Mr. Rreniman. Mr. Fountain. 

Mr. Founrary. Mr. Sanders, I appreciate the statement in which 
you attempt to distinguish between the present Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 and plan No. 4 of 1950, and the reasons which you give for sup- 
porting this plan and not supporting the plan of 1950. I want to 
ask you: Does this plan eliminate the objections which you raised to it 
in 1950? 

Mr. Sanvers. Principally, yes, sir. Those that I just quoted we 
think do introduce pledges that we did not have from the previous 
Secretary at all. 

Mr. Fountarn. Well, in 1950-—— 

Mr. Sanpers. In fact, we were not consulted at all. In this case, 
we were. We did meet with the Secretary’s representatives and dis- 
cuss this plan before it was introduced. 

Mr. Dawson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Fountatn. Did the present Secretary make any commitments 
to you as to what he would do? 

Mr. Sanpers. Not any commitments, except what is in the bill. We 
didn’t even ask for such commitments. 

Mr. Fountarn. Were you legislative counsel of the National Grange 
in 1950, as you are now ¢ 

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fountarn. I want to ask you if you recall these words of yours 
in 1950 before the Senate committee : 

We trust the Senate will reject plan 4 for reorganization of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

It grants to the Secretary of Agriculture practically complete authority to 
reorganize any of the agencies in the Department in any way he sees fit without 


regard to the express wishes of Congress or the express recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission. 


The theory that we should place full responsibility on an executive and then 
hold him responsible to get favorable results is merely theory when applied to 
governmental operations of this kind and does not work out in practice. 

The only way to avoid the possibility of such abuse is for the Congress itself 
to lay down in the law the broad course it desires to be followed in the ad- 
ministration of the law. 

Plan 4 would abolish all these safeguards and policies and give the Secretary 
power to do anything he wants. 

We feel this is a most dangerous grant of power. 


I am wondering if the differences which you have explained between 
the present plan and the plan of 1950 are sufficient to eliminate the 
very strong and potent argument which you presented against the 
plan in 1950? 

Mr. Sanpers. Yes. If we didn’t think so, we wouldn’t be here 

Mr. Fountarn. Of course—— 

Mr. Sanvers. Supporting the plan. 
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Mr. Fountain. Of course, circumstances and conditions and 
changes of seasons and things of that nature frequently have their 
influence, don’t they ¢ 

Mr. Sanpers. Change of seasons ? 

Mr. Fountain. Yes. 

Mr. Sanprrs. No, sir; not that. We don’t get upset by change of 
seasons that way. 

Mr. Fountain. Change of political seasons, maybe I should say 

Mr. Sanpers. We are a little bit more stable in that, Mr. Congress 
mah. 

Mr. Dawson. A beautiful public-relations job has been done. 

Mr. Rreu_man. Any other questions? 

Thank you, Mr. Sanders. 

Mr. Sanpers. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rizeatman. Mr. J. H. Meek. 

Mr. Meek, will you identify yourself for the record, please ? 


STATEMENT OF J. H. MEEK, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF MARKETS, 
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND IMMIGRATION, 
RICHMOND, VA. 


Mr. Meex. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name 
is J. H. Meek, director, division of markets, Virginia Department of 
Agriculture and Immigration, 1200 East Main Street, Richmond, Va. 

I was secretary-treasurer of the National Association of Marketing 
Officials, 1941 to 1944, inclusive, and president in 1951. I am now 
secretary-treasurer of that association. 

Mr. Rreuiman. Do you want to proceed to read your statement, 
would you like to have it inserted in the record ? 

Mr. ‘MEEK. If there is no objection, I will proceed to read, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Rreuuman. All right. 

Mr. Meex. While I speak with the experience gained from my asso- 
ciation of nearly 33 years with representatives in charge of State 
market work in other States, United States officials, and others, and 
believe my statement has the enthusiastic approval of practically all 
of the representatives in other States, my remarks are not binding 
upon any representative of any other State, since the National Associa- 
tion of Marketing Officials does not pass resolutions or take votes of its 
members on such matters. 

The broad field in which we are interested is the improvements 
in the distribution of foods and farm products from producers to 
consumers. I shall not burden you with details. 

In the early years of our activities, representatives of the States and 
the United States Department of Agriculture were doing pioneering 
work, principally the establishment of standards and providing official 
inspection based on those standards on wholesale lots, market news, 
and so forth. We did not have much money but we collected fees 
on a voluntary basis to help finance these services, although the States 
over the years have put considerable money in these services to pro 
mote and supervise them. We harmoniously joined our forces in 
teamwork and developed services that have ‘been indispensable for 
years, many of which are practically self-supporting. 
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Most of these services were joint Federal-State services, which is 
proper. When preparations for World War II were being made some 
of us thought that the Federal services should have been coordinated 
with the State agricultural colleges or the State departments of 
agriculture, where reasonable cooperation could be secured. Some of 
us even offered space for these activities. However, Federal officials 
seemed to have money they wanted to spend. They went out and 
established indep ndent offices. In this development there were new 
persons paid high salaries. Many of them had little background, 
experience, or knowledge in the field for which they were employed. 
These offices grew rapidly and some activities coordinated with the 
colleges and State departments of agriculture were brought into them 
for direction and control. A glaring illustration of this situation is 
the book entitled “Food Crisis,” published in 1943, by Mr. Roy F. 
Hendrickson, Director, United States Food Distribution Administra- 
tion. Please note a quotation from page 239 of that book: 

Moreover, it was still difficult to face up to the possibilities and implications 
of the “newer” knowledge of production efficiency. Few people would openly 
and fully espouse a program for any reduction of hog and poultry numbers and 
urge in their place more cereals, potatoes, vegetables, and oilseeds. We were 
being pushed in that direction by the force of events, but we were not boldly and 
quickly going in that direction. 

This urge was to get rid of all livestock and force the people to live 
on cereals—soybeans, if you please. 

Then, permit me to quote from page 261 of the same publication, as 
follows: 

In war we have to hold back the increases in livestock production in order 
to increase the production of crops that can be consumed directly. That is the 
only way to get quick increases in production and maximum nutrients for 
human consumption. For peacetime we can concern ourselves more directly 
with what peonle want. We know they want more livestock products, so 
the all-out production will be a conversion to increase livestock production, 
particularly at the expense of cereals and other direct consumption crops. 
These changes will not have to be made at once—in fact, could not be—but 
they will have to be the new goal for agriculture. 

Please note from this he predicted that the big job after the war 
would be to bring back livestock. There was much ridiculous thinking 
and many ridiculous policies in the United States Department of Ag- 
riculture at that time. Large sums of Government money were being 
spent and in the words of one of the most practical and experienced 
men there, the most these people seemed to think about was to purchase 
something for which they seemed to think they had unlimited funds. 
This sentiment prevailed to the extent that some of us felt that there 
were people in important positions in the Department who thought 
that the Government should handle foods from producers to con- 
sumers. 

However, I am happy to say that the thoughts in some minds at 
that time for the Government to take over the food and farm products 
did not prevail, vet we all knew that considerable activity had been 
going on in that field, and large sums of money have been spent, which 
many of us believed could have been saved. 

During years following the war, a sentiment for Federal domina- 
tion instead of teamwork with the States existed, although many co- 
operative agreements have been continued and are still in effect. 

For the last few years State representatives have considered the 
matter of taking this situation up with proper committees of Congress, 
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but due to the instability of Congress this was not done, and it was 
left to see what would happen to increase the possibilities of getting 
the United States Department of Agriculture reorganized. Plans 
have been made to go along on some activities in some States inde- 
pendently. 

Immediately upon the : appointment of Mr. Ezra 'T. Benson as Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, the executive committee of the National Associa- 
tion of Marketing Officials approved a brief statement relating to 
the reorganization of the United States Department of Agriculture. 
Please permit me to read that statement which I submit as exhibit 1. 

Many men engaged in State marketing activities, some of which are joint 
Federal-State activities, particularly those relating to marketing services, believe 
that marketing activities should be separated from crop controls and price sup- 
ports. Since these items have been handled under the same heading, where 
training, time, and thought are on crop controls and price supports, various 
marketing services appear to have been neglected. Therefore, Mr. E. T. Benson, 
newly appointed Secretary of Agriculture is urgently requested to give serious 
consideration to separating marketing activities of the United States Department 
from crop controls and price supports. It is also important that Federal services 
be coordinated more closely with State services. 

Men in charge of State marketing services will cooperate enthusiastically 
with Mr. Benson to bring about these changes. 

Subsequent to that I submitted a chart proposing a reorganization 
plan for the Department of Agriculture, and a chart proposoing a 
plan for an Agricultural Marketing Administration, with a tabula- 
tion of the services suggested to be handled by the proposed Agricul- 
tural Marketing Administration and showing agencies presently re- 
sponsible for these activities. It is our fee ling that there should be a 
dynamic marketing program direct from the Secretary. 

Some of the big ‘problems that this marketing program has to solve 
is worldwide distribution and exch: ange, identification of quality from 
producers to consumers, and consumer education. These each might 
be discussed in detail, but I will leave this off unless you have questions 
relating to them. 

The important problem as some of us see it is not so much to get 
rid of deadwood in the Department, as many of those who have been 
there for many years are more capable and deserving than many who 
were brought into the Department during the war hysteria and put 
over those who have rendered faithful and efficient services in their 
respective fields for years, but it is a matter of reassignment or getting 
rid of much of the new growth that is not fruitful. In re¢ ent years 
when a problem is taken up it may be discussed by a whole group, 
none of whom know much about it. They have their differences and 
usually nothing is done about it. I was much impressed with a recent 

‘adio comment stating that Senator Richard B. Russell, of Geor gia, 
stated something to this effect: That the people in the United States 
Department of Agriculture held too many conferences—that when he 

alls up to talk to the technical men they are often in conference. 
That is exactly what we find—that they will sit around in conference 
with one another, have their differences on problems and do nothing 
about it. Frankly, in some cases they have 5 men that do that while 
1 man with an assistant could actually take the problem, decide on 
what to do about it, and often have it practically solved before the 
group arrives at any conclusion. We are getting tired of this kind 
of treatment and kind of domination and we hope that a reorganiza- 
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tion of the Department will bring about action based on facts, and 
that sery ices based on teamwork W il] be developed in cooperation with 
the States. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Rinutman. Thank you very much, Mr. Meek. 

Mr. Dawson, do you have a quest ion / 

Mr. Dawson. Yes. 

I want to know, on the bottom of page 2, what he meant when he 
sald: 

For the last few years State representatives have considered the matter of 
taking this situation up with proper committees of Congress; but due to the 
instability of Congress this was not done. 

[ think we ought to have a little explanation on that, as to what he 
means by the instability of Congress. 

Mr. Meek. Well, I believe you gentlemen know what I mean there 
better than I do; but, as you know, it was very difficult to get anything 
through in Congress in the last sessions of the last Congress, the last 
part of the last Congress, and we felt it might be a waste of time, that 
we just couldn’t get a decision out of the Congress under the cireum- 
stances 

Mr. Rreuiman. I might be able to give you the answer, Mr. Daw- 
son, but this is very much a nonpolitical committee, you know, and I 
wouldn’t want to get into that realm of politics. 

Mr. Fountrarn. You mean you think he had in mind the possibility 
that quite a few of them might not be there very long? 

Mr. Dawson. Well, that still is with us. 


Mr. Rrentman. Do you have any questions, Mr. Fountain? 
Mr. Founrtatn. No questions. ’ 

Mr. Rrentuman. Thank you very much, Mr. Meek. 

Mr. Merk. Thank you. 

Mr. Rreutman. Mr. Clyde T. Ellis. 

Mr. Ellis, will you identify yourself for the record, please? 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELLIS, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, NATIONAL 
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Exuis. My name is Clyde T. Ellis. I am executive manager 
of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association. 

Mr. Rreniman. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Ellis? 

Mr. Exuis. I do, Mr. Chairman, and, with your permission, I would 
like it to appear in the record and I would like to highlight it and 
not read it. 

Mr. Rreuctmayn. All right. 

Will you proceed, please ? 

This statement will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Ellis is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELlis, ExecuriIve MANAGER, NATIONAL Ruras 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Clyde T. Ellis. 
[am executive manager of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
the national service organization representing 984 rural electric systems, in 42 
States and Alaska, which are providing services to almost 314 million farm 
families and rural establishments. 
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I appear before your committee this morning to express our vigorous opposi 
tion to Reorganization Plan No. 2 transmitted to the Congress March 25, 1953 
Our association is opposed to any proposal which would place in the hands of 
any individual or group, other than the Congress, the right and power to alter 
the functions of the Rural Electrification Administration 

This is not a new position for our association. In 1951, we appeared before 
the Senate Committee on FE penditures in the Executive Departments to oppose 
S. 1149 As you will recall, S. 1149 was a bill sponsored by Senators of both 
parties to reorganize the Department of Agriculture along the lines suggest d 
by the Hoover Commission The rural electric cooperatives and power districts 


who are our members were on record against that proposal insofar as it would 
have affected Rural Electrification Administration 

At the meeting of the national board of directors of our association here 
in Washington on April 14, 1953, Reorganization Plan No. 2 of the Department 
of Agriculture was the subject of full discussion. The board then passed 
unanimously a motion to * respectfully request Congress to exempt 


the Rural Electrification Administration from Reorganization Plan No. 2 
This is consistent with our earlier position. 

I believe the farmer members of our association throughout the country are 
as staunch advocates of economy and efficiency in government as can be found 
Nothing in my statement here, today, should be construed as indicating that we 
are in any way opposed to general reorganization of the governmental depart 
ments to achieve maximum efficiency and economy. We do wish to express our 
opposition to approval of Reorganization Plan No. 2 as submitted to the Congress 
and request that it be returned to the President If Reorganization Plan No 
2 had exempted the Rural Electrification Administration, as it did some other 
agencies, we would not be appearing before this committee. 

The Rural Electrification Administration was first established by the Congress 
as an independent agency headed by an administrator appointed by the President, 
with the approval of the Senate, for a 10-year term. It was stipulated in the 
act that its operation and employment should be nonpolitical. Reorganization 
Pian No. 2, effective July 1, 1939, placed the Rural Electrification Administration 
in the Department of Agriculture “* * * under the general direction and super- 
vision of the Secretary of Agriculture,” and the REA Legai Division was trans 
ferred to the Office of the Solicitor of Agriculture. At the time of the transfer 
there was vigorous opposition from rural electrification leaders to sacrificing 
the completely independent status of the REA. As a consequence of the strong 
feeling on the matter, a very fine administrator, Mr. John M. Carmody, sub 
mitted his resignation. Opposition to the loss of the independent status of REA 
did not cease with Mr. Carmody’s resignation, As a result of continuous effort, 
the Senate passed a bill on May 14, 1945 (S. 89), entitled the “REA Planning 
Act of 1945,” which would have made REA independent again. This bill never 
became law and REA remained in the Department of Agriculture. 

Rural electric leaders have never become reconciled to the placing of REA 
in the Department of Agriculture and have continued to feel that the program 
would be better served by a completely independent agency. Since the reorgani 
vation in 1959, however, the various Secretaries of Agriculture have respected 
the independent status of REA and, as a result, the reorganization did not result 
in fundamental changes in the character and operation of REA, with the excep- 
tion of the Legal Division -EA has remained a semi-independent and semi- 
autonomous agency as conceived by the Congress and supported by the rural 
people. 

We feel that the following provisions in Reorganization Plan No. 2 jeopardize 
the semi-independent and semiautonomous status of REA and would make pos 
sible the undesirable changes in its status and name recommended by the Hoover 
Commission and might open the way to changes even more undesirable. 

Section 1 of the Reorganization Plan No. 2 provides that “* * * there are 
hereby transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions not now vested 
in him of all other officers, and of all agencies and employees, of the Depart 
ment of Agriculture.” 

All of the powers and functions which are now vested in the office of the REA 
Administrator would be transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture. This is 
contrary to the language and intent of the Rural Electrification Act and con 
trary, we believe, to the best interests of the Government, the rural electric svs 
tems, and the farmers served by those systems. This provision, in effect, makes 
the Secretary of Agriculture the de facto administrator of REA. Since the 
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Secretary is admittedly a temporary, political appointee, such an arrangement 
would subject the rural electric program to the vagaries and pressures of parti- 
san political activity. The Congress very wisely prohibited such activities in 
the original act. The Rural Electrification Act reads in part: 

“Sec. 9. This Act shall be administered entirely on a nonpartisan basis, and 
in the appointment of officials, the selection of employees, and in the promotion 
of any such officials or employees, no political test or qualification shall be per- 
mitted or given consideration, but all such appointments and promotions shall 
be given and made on the basis of merit and efficiency. If the Administrator 
herein provided for is found by the President of the United States to be guilty 
of a violation of this section, he shall be removed from office by the President, 
and any appointee or selection of officials or employees made by the Adminis- 
trator who is found guilty of a violation of this Act shall be removed by the 
Administrator.” 

We express our vigorous opposition to the provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 
2 which would destroy the nonpolitical, nonpartisan status of the Rural Electri- 
fication Administration. 

Section 4 provides “(a) The Secretary of Agriculture may, from time to time, 
make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate, authorizing the performance 
by any other officer or any agency or employee, of the Department of Agriculture 
of any function of the Secretary, including any function transferred to the Sec- 
retary by the provisions of this reorganization plan.” 

Section 5 of Reorganization Plan No. 2 gives the Secretary of Agriculture the 
authority to “* * * transfer records, property, and personnel * * * and un- 
expended balances * * * of appropriations, allocations, and other funds of such 
denartmoents. as he deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this reorgani- 
zation plan * * *” 

These p ovisions would make it possible to change the name, the organization 
and functions of REA. They would give to the Secretary of Agriculture the 
power to transfer, reallocate, and abolish existing functions of REA. Whereas 
section 1, as noted above, makes the Secretary de facto administrator of REA, 
these sections give him broad powers that currently rest only with the Congress. 
REA has been an integrated operation—an integration most vital to the rural 
electric svstems. The loss of its legal division has led to delays and inefficiencies. 
We urge the Congress to authorize no such delegation of powers over REA. 

Subsection (b) of section 4 provides that “To the extent that the carrying 
out of subsection (a) * * * involves the assignment of major functions or major 
grouns of functions * * * and to the extent deemed practicable by the Secretary, 
he shall give appropriate advance public notice of delegations of functions pro- 
posed to be made by him and shall afford appropriate opportunity for interested 
persons and grouns to place before the Department of Agriculture their views 
with respect to such proposed delegations.” 

Subsection (b) does not reduce our opposition to this proposed reorganization 
plan. The phrasing is such that it only gives the blessing of the Congress to pro- 
cedures which wonld be resorted to voluntarily by the Secretary without con- 
gressional approval, 

It leaves any Secretary with the last word on any proposed reorganization of the 
Rural Electrification Administration. This proviso does not mitigate our fears, 
nor dees it protect the control of the Congress over Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration affairs. 

We understand that, in recent days, Secretary Benson has stated that he does 
not contemplate any reorganization of the Rural Electrification Administration. 
We are grateful to the Secretary for the position he has taken on this, but his 
statement does not reduce our opposition to this reorganization plan. If no 
changes in REA are contemplated then it should have been exempted from the 
reorganization plan as were other agencies. Moreover, Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 contains no “cutoff” date. Our study indicates that it empowers any Secre- 
tary of Agriculture fer an indefinite period to carry out reorganizations of the 
Department of Agriculture. The assurance by the present Secretary that he 
plans no alteration in REA would, nevertheless, leave any of his successors free 
to make such chanves 


~» 


H. R. 292, introduced by Mr. Hoffman, of Michigan, January 38, 1953, provides 
for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission, which would include changing the 
name of the Rural Electrification Administration to Rural Electrification Service, 
We are opposed to H. R. 292 and fear that the very provisions in that bill upon 
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which we base our objections will be accomplished under Reorganization Plan 
No, 2 by administrative action. 

Among other things, H. R. 292 provides for the name change which I have 
mentioned, Our people feel very strongly on the matter and do not want the 
name of Rural Hlectrification Administration changed. Across the whole of this 
Nation and even in foreign countries those letters, REA, have come to symbolize 
the joint efforts of a democratic Government and responsible local organizations 
of farmers which have brought electricity to many millions of American farmers 
REA has become a kind of trade name for the rural electrics, a byword for 
efficiency and progress, and a symbol of a better life for rural people. We are 
vigorously opposed to any name change which would lead to the abandonment 
of that symbol which means so much to so many millions. 

The functions of the Federal Government are quite varied and particular agen 
cies are established to carry out general or special programs. We know of no 
Federal function Comparable to that of the Rural Electrification Administration. 
REA is, in effect, the banker and technical adviser for the rural electric systems 
It administers a loan program already in excess of $2 billion, a tremendous 
responsibility. 

Moreover, REA’S functions make it a vital segment of the electrical industry. 
No major industry in America is growing as rapidly as the electrical industry 
and the fastest growing segment of the electrical industry is the rural segment 
financed by REA. In this situation, if the rural electric systems are to keep pace 
with the industry, if they are to complete the job of electrifying the nearly 1 
million farms and rural establishments not yet receiving electrical service, if 
they are to keep pace, do their job and keep the Government’s investment sound 
and safe, they must be served by an agency fitted to the problems. 

The farmers of this country and all other citizens, who understand the achieve- 
ments of the Rural Electrification Administration since 1936, are proud of the 
record that has been made. We believe very strongly that that record has been 
good in part because of the independent and, later, semi-independent and semi 
autonomous status of REA in all these years of operation. There have been no 
evidences of corruption, mismanagement, or abuse in REA. It was created to be 
a nonpolitical administration, independent and devote to the electrification of 
rural America. Its accomplishments are a tribute to the wisdom of the Con 
gress, the honesty and integrity of REA administrators and staff, and the 
perseverance and sense of responsibility of the locally elected rural-electric 
leaders who operate the rural-electric systems. The future of REA might well 
be seriously affected by reorganizations made possible by Reorganization Plan 
No. 2, if it becomes effective. 

We urge this committee to recommend to the Senate that Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 be rejected, and we urge that any future reorganization plan affecting 
the Department of Agriculture exclude the Rural Electrification Administration 
in order that that fine agency may remain semi-independent, semiautonomous, 
dynamic, and nonpolitical. 

Mr. Exuis. Thank you, sir. 

The rural-electric systems of the country are mostly cooperatives, 
with some power districts through which about 334 million farmers 
and rural establishments are supplying themselves with electricity. 

The REA, as you know, was established by act of Congress in 1936. 
It was the Norris Rayburn Act. The authors of the bill, the commit- 
tees working upon it and the Congress went to great length in that 
act to provide that it should be nonpolitically administered, setting 
up an Administrator with a long term and specifi ‘ally providing in 
the language of the act for nonpartisan administration. 

I would like to read you just section 9 of the act, which is short: 

This Act shall be administered entirely on a nonpartisan basis, and in the 
appointment of officials, the selection of employees, and in the promotion of any 
such officials or employees, no political test or qualification shall be permitted 
or given consideration, but all such appointments and promotions shall be giver 
and made on the basis of merit and efficiency If the Administrator herein pro 
vided for is found by the President of the United States to be guilty of a 
violation of this sec tion, he shall be removed from office by the President, and 
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- selection of officials or employees made by the Administrator 
guilty of a violation of this Act shall be removed by the 


vident that the ¢ ‘oneress intended no political adminis- 
iat extent it is a bit different from the Department of 


general, whose secretary, whose chief administ rative 
rie mibe r of the Cabinet, and it is assumed, | think, by 





all of us. that he would be a political appointee, appointed by the 
President, and by every President. 
Phe Rural Electrification Administration from almost the begin 


hing has been subjected more or less to abuses of what we think were 
the intent of the (‘ongress to keep it strictly nonpartisan, bipartisan, 
nol poli tical, 

In 1939 when the President talked of consolidating it with the De- 
partment of Agriculture there was a great deal of opposition. T was 
one of those who, as a Member of the House of Representatives, went 
to see the President in protest. He did it, nevertheless, but he assured 
those of us who went to see him, some of us, that there would not be a 
tendency for REA to lose its identity, to lose its dynamic force, and to 
become political: yet, in the very reorganization that was effected then 
something was done which interfered with its semi-independent and 
semiautonomous nature, and which tended to slow down the dyni mic 
force of the organization itself. 

What was it? 

They broke the legal section away from it and took the lawyers out 
of R E \ and put them over into the Solic itor” s Office, USDA. 

That has caused inefficiencies ~ that’s given us trouble—not. be- 
cause of any desire of any one individual, we think, to injure the pro- 
gram:oh,no. We hada very able Solicitor before the present one, and 
a verv able one now, and I’m sure the objective would not be that— 
never, I hope—but, vet, because the lawyers are not under the control 
of the Administrator, you sort of get two administrations there, you 
see, and they do not always coordinate the programs too well, we 
think. 

Something else happened that pointed up the fact that REA was 
losing its independence and getting itself in the position of being 
under political influence, perhaps. The Administrator resigned. John 
Carmody, the able Administrator, then refused to go to Agriculture 
and become a part of that Department. 

The Congress of the United States took some note of the fact that 
REA was losing its identity, especially the Senate. The Senate in 
1945, not happy with the way REA was drifting, passed a bill, passed 
it through the Senate, to make REA a separate agency again, an in- 
dependent agency. It did not pass the House. 

All of that, Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I think, 
constitutes some of the reasons w hy the rural electric people went on 
record 2 or 3 years ago against the reorganization bill that was pro- 
posed in 1950. 

That is why the national board of directors of the National Rural 
Electric eee gent atentis meeting in Washington as late as 
April 13 and 15 last, again went on record against this reorganiza- 
tion bi ee proposed, as aD] yiesto REA. 

They are not against the bill as it applies to other agencies. 
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We're not a general farm organization. We're not qualified to speak 
on the rest of it. But we think REA ought to be exempt, ought to be 
left out, or that the bill ought not become law. 

I heard Mr. Benson talk here this morning before you—a very able 
presentation. There were two things about his testimony that bothered 
a bit. He referred to the fact that he had conferred with genera] 
farm organizations about this bill. He never conferred with the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association about it. We've 
had no contact whatever from the Department of Agi iculture about 
this bill, or about several of the other things that have been done 
affecting REA. 

It’s not that I’m objecting. I’m not. I’m simply saying we've had 
no contact, even though this is the recognized organization of the 
rural electric systems. 

Another thing that disturbed me was that he seemed to speak of 
some approval ot the Hoover Commission proposal as such. 

Well, now, the Hoover Commission proposal had some things in it 
that we fear now, that we certainly didn’t like, and one of them shows 
up in the Hoffman bill, H. R. 292. On page 3 the different services are 
listed, and No. 8 is Rural Electrification Service. 

That may seem a little thine. changing the name of REA. REA 
has become a trade mark, a nat ional symbol. The W hole world knows 
of REA. The whole world is proud of REA. Little peoples of India, 
of Iran. of South America. of other countries, know about REA, and 
have copied it in some areas, in some instances, to some extent, have 
copied it. or tried to copy the principle. Now, if you change it to 
Rural Electrification Service, we lose the symbol. 

Mr. Rieutman. Could | interrupt at that point ? 

Mr. Enis. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rieu_man. Mr. Ellis, vou were here this morning. Did you 
hear that question propounded by my colleague on my left, Congress- 
man Fountain, to the Secretary, and did you hear his answer in respect 
to the changing of the name ? 

Mr. Evtuis. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I heard it. 

Mr. Rreu_~man. Do you have confidence in the Secretary ? 

Mr. Exvuis. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Rien_mayn. I wondered, in view of that, if you have anv doubts 
this afternoon as to his intentions of changing the name of REA. 

Mr. Evunis. But the Secretary, himself, might change before to 
morrow morning, vou see. 

Mr. RrenumMan. Well, if his health fails—— 

Mr. Ennis. No; I am not thinking of that. He might be pro- 
moted. Anything ean happen. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Well, if he is qualified for promotions, we want him 
to have them, of course. 

Mr. Exsis. I meant to get around to saying that, Mr. Chairman, I 
am sure the present Secretary will live up to his statements to this 
‘ommittee. 

Mr. Rrentman. Well, I think that is true. 

Mr. Ettis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. RrenimMan. I just wanted to find out if you concurred in that 
thinking. 

Mr. Exits. Yes, sir; we have confidence. 
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Mr. Rreuiman. I have no fears myself as to his wanting to change 
the name. I don’t think he has any desire to do so. 

I have been reading the testimony here that was given in the 
Senate. The very same question was propounded at that time, and I 
can find no foundation for it, as far as I can see, and certainly I was 
well satisfied with what the Secretary had to say this morning. In 
fact, I am sure you heard his comueae answer. He was perturbed 
because he had never heard of it. He said where it came from he 
has no idea, 

Mr. Exxis. Well, even saying that we have confidence in the Secre- 
tary, I think we would all agree that men of great integrity have 
changed their minds, too, and he might come back to the Congress 
and he might come to us and still, nevertheless, want to change his 
mind. 

Mr. Rreutman. Well, I would hope that we would all have that 
right, sir, to change our minds from time to time. I have done it on 
previous occasions, and I think all sound-thinking people have to do 
that from time to time. 

Mr. Exuis. Yes, sir. 

Now, gentlemen, may I burden you just one other minute with this 
point: I think that the American people are perhaps not conscious of 
how fast the electric industry is growing. It’s the fastest growing 
major industry by far in the whole world tod: ay, so far as we know. 

I want to repeat and emphasize: The electric industry is growing 
faster than any other major industry in America. It’s doubling, and 
we could cite you several quotations from the Federal Power Com- 
mission, the Defense Electric Power Administration to that effect. 
It’s doubling every 7 to 10 years. 

Now, when you think of that—the fact that the whole industry is 
doubling its capacity, doubling its facility every 7 to 10 years—it’s 
almost fantastic. 

The farm electric segment of the electric industry is growing faster 
than the national average. It is doubling about every 4 years. 

That means we’ve got to rebuild the lines, build bigger lines, build 
more generating capacity, where we do generate, and all these facili- 
ties. We can’t keep up with it. 

Mr. Rreutman. Well, do you have any idea, Mr. Ellis, that this plan 
would interfere with that? 

Mr. Ennis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rrenw~man. In what way? 

Mr. Extis. We have in mind—we have a fear that it would, might 
interfere. May I say it that way. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Yes. 

Mr. Exxis. We think REA has got to be a compact, dynamic, action 
agency. Now, every time you break off a segment of it, as the lawyers 
were broken off, and merge them with some other section of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, it tends to slow down. 

For instance, already this year the Secretary has placed another 
man between the REA Administrator and himself. 

Now, I believe he has said, in fairness to him, that the REA Admin- 
istrator may still come direct to him; but he, nevertheless, has placed 
a man between the REA Administrator and himself in the person at 
the head of the credit agencies. 


- aE 
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I do not know the extent to which that may assist him in stream- 
lining the Department; but we do know that we have found it con- 
venient at least, may I say, to confer with this man in between, to the 
extent that that may be carried out. 

This matter of breaking off parts of the dynamic agency and fusing 
them and, to us, ¢ ‘confusing them with other parts would tend to make 
it less dynamic, I think. 

Mr. Rrentman. There is a possibility this man in between may be 
helpful to you. Isn’t there a possibility that he may ¢ 

Mr. Ennis. Well, let me say this about Bob Farrington: I am sure he 
is one of the finest men in the Department of Agriculture, and I am 
sure he is strong for this program; but again let me say it adds to red- 
tape when you put a man in between the Administrator and the Secre- 
tary, and we think it’s not good for the program. 

That completes my statement. 

Mr. Rreniman. Well, I just wanted to clarify one statement you 
made, Mr. Ellis. 

I think you said you had never conferred with the Secretary in re- 
spect to this reorganization plan, but I do note that in the Senate 
hearings you refer to his meeting with the national board on the 14th 
of April. Did he at that time discuss this program with the national 
board ? 

Mr. Exits. Let me answer your question this way, if I may: We 
wrote him a letter, if I recall, saying that we would like to ¢ onfer with 
him on any basic changes that might be proposed, and I believe we 
had an assurance that we would be consulted. 

Now, whether this is considered by him anything that covers that, 
I don’t know, because we have not be eh cons sulted. 

He did come before our board, and we appreciated that, and made a 
statement. 

Now, it may have been the fault of the Congress and not his fault 
that he couldn’t give us any more time, because I think he was before 
a committee of the Congress. He didn’t even have time to eat with us 
and I’m under the impression that he actually did it without lunch 
that day. 

Mr. Rirniuman. Well, may I—— 

Mr. Exxis. He did not discuss this, no, sir; with our Board. 

Mr. Rrencman. May I read your statement, so that it may refresh 
your memory, in response to a question propounded by Senator 
Dworshak. Here is his question: 

Mr. Ellis, you have had an opportunity in the past 3 or 4 months to discuss 
the REA program with the new Secretary of agriculture to ascertain his views? 

Mr. ELiis. Not personally, I would say. He came before our National Board 
on April 14 and discussed the program at some length, and various groups of 
people, of our people, have conferred with him. We have conferred with people 
whom he has named. 

In other words, apparently the plan has been discussed ? 

Mr. Exxis. No, sir; it was not Rr understanding they were talking 
about the plan. We have not disc ‘ussed the plan with him, and so far 
as I know none of our people—— 

Mr. RreuitMan,. You imply you have discussed with him the future 
activities of REA? 

Mr. Etxis. The program, yes, sir; but this—— 
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Mr. Rreutman. But at no time have you got into the controversy 
of the reorganization plan: is that it? 

Mr. Exuis. No, sir. 

Mr. Rreniman. I see. 

Well, that clarifies my question, I think, and your statement to the 
Senate. 

Mr. Exais. I'm sorry if I may have given them the wrong impres- 
sion, because I did not intend it. 

Mr. Rieutman. Well, I am not sure. The rest of the testimony may 
clarify it. I haven’t read that all through, but this was just a question 
propounded to you in the Senate and apparently it refers to REA ae- 
tivities and not the reorganization plan. 

Mr. Exuis. Right, sir. 

Mr. RienimMan. Mr. Dawson, do you have some questions? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Rreniuman. Mr. Fountain. 

Mr. Fountary. Mr. Ellis, is it your understanding that this plan 
transfers from the REA all the functions of the REA to the Secretary 
of Agriculture, so that if this plan becomes law, as of the effective date 
of it, the Secretary will have all of the functions and the REA will 
havenone. Isthat not right? 

Mr. Exxis. Yes, sir: it’s my impression. It’s mv understanding 
that this would make the Secretary of Agriculture the REA Admin- 
istrator, without the safeguards which the Congress originally placed 
around the person of the Administrator insofar as the political phase 
of it is concerned, at least. 

Mr. Fountatn. That is all. 

Mr. Rieniman. Well, of course, yon would agree that he cannot 
eliminate any of the functions of the REA. He can not abolish them. 
He may transfer over some of the activities within the Department, 
but there certainly can be no fear that he has any authority to abolish 
RE \ or any of its activities. 

Mr. Extrts. Well, I don’t know, Mr. RiehIman. I think I would have 
to seree with vou in the broad statement. 

But what isthe function of REA 2 

It’s simply an agency to do two things, as TI understand it: To lend 
money, and to provide technical services to these assistants. 

Now. REA is in the process at this moment of vastly redneing its 
services to the electric svstems. More than a hundred people are in 
the process of being eliminated. Tn that group are very vital services 
which are beine eliminated in toto, or for the most part, and there’s 
pretty strong feeling among the rural electric svstems—and Tam 
trying to say this without being critical: I’m saving it as a matter of 
fact that the act. as thev’ve known if, the service of the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration. as thev’ve known it. is being changed very 
substantiallv. a service which, over the vears, has been approved, at 
least bv imnlication, by the Congress from time to time by making the 
appropriations. 

Mr. Rren' Man. Well, T leave no inference that I am onnosed to 
REA. T will probsahlv support it as long as T am here in Conoeress, 
and T know some of the benefits it has brought to the farmers of our 
Nation. 

T am eanally svre if there is a tremendous move toward eliminating 
the activities and the good work that has been done by REA that 
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Congress will receive sufficient warning from those who are going to 
be affected, and I presume that corrective action will be taken fast. 

I want to say, in closing, I appreciate your coming over, Mr. Ellis. 
I am sorry we couldn’t get to you sooner in the day, and we appreciate 
the comments you have made to the committee. 

Mr. Evuis. Thank you. 

Mr. Rrentman. Thank you very much. 

Now, before we adjourn this meeting, is there anyone else here who 
would like to testify before the committee ¢ 

I have several statements that I would like to request permission 
to pul into the record. 

First is an additional statement made by the Secretary this morn 
ing. We had permission, I think, earlier to insert that in the record. 

I have a letter here in answer to a letter from the chairman of the 
committee sent to the former President of the United States, Herbert 
Hoover, in respect to this plan. I have his letter addressed to the 
chairman of the committee, and his statement in respect to this plan, 
which I would like to insert in the record at this point. 

(The letter from and statement of Mr. Herbert Hoover are as 
follows:) 


New York, N. Y., April 27, 19538 
Hon. CLARE FE. HOrrMan, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Drar Mr. CHARMAN: T had prepared the attached statement, in compli 
ance With your request for my views on the President’s Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 of 1953, for the Department of Agriculture 

As I do not know what Senate committee is now going to handle the matter, 
perhaps vou might wish to send it to them. 

With kind regards, 

Yours faithfully, 
HERBERT Hoover 


STATEMENT oF Herrert Hoover In COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUEST oF HouUSsE 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS UPON THE PRESIDENT’S PLAN No, 2 O1 
1953 FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 


The organization of the Department of Agriculture is obsolete. To modernize 
it the Commission on Organization made 16 recommendations. Very few of 
these have been put into effect. 

The first necessity in good and economical executive administration now is to 
give responsibility and to fix that responsibility That is the purpose of the 
President’s plan. It is in full accord with the recommendations of the Com 
mission on Organization, and, in my opinion, the plan should be approved as 
Soon AS possible. 

Major reductions in expenditures of the Department can be realized if the plan 
is approved and energetically implemented. 

Among the advantages which would derive from the plan are these: 

1. The plan would permit drastic reduction in the number of major units 
reporting directly to the Secretary. There are now more than 20 so reporting 
to him 

2. The plan would permit reduction of expenditures through elimination 

of overlapping of services within the department such as budgeting, person 
nel, supply, and research. 

3. The plan would permit the Secretary to integrate related functions to 
the betterment of service for farmers. 

4. The President’s message directs that there be established closer working 
relationships between the Federal Government and State and local groups. 
The plan provides the machinery for making this possible. 

5. The plan would make possible widespread streamlining and reduction in 
overlapping of Federal activities at the State and county levels. 
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I refer you to the recommendation of the Commission on Organization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government of February 1949, as follows: 

“We recommend a thorough overhaul of the organization of the Department, 
at State, county, and farmer !evels.” 
Our comment on this recommendation was: 


“AT THE STATE LEVEI 


“The State governments operate effective agricultural departments. They 
have in the past engaged in effective cooperative activities with the Department 
at State, county, and farmer levels. In recent years, the Department has not 
taken full advantage of the established and effective State organizations in per- 
forming many agricultural programs and has thereby produced some duplication 
of national and State effort at local levels. 


“AT THE COUNTY LEVEL 


“This Commission was unable to conduct a detailed survey of activities at 
the county level. Sampling inquiries, however, revealed that considerable dupli 
cation has developed. For example, 47 employees attached to 7 distinct and 
separate field services of the Department of Agriculture in 1 cotton-producing 
county in Georgia were working with 1,500 farmers; a fruit and grazing county 
in the State of Washington has 184 employees of separate field services working 
with some 6,700 farmers; a dairy county in Maryland had 88 employees at- 
tached to these field services working with less than 3,400 farmers. In these and 
other counties, representatives of each agency frequently advise the same farmers 
on the same problems. Farmers are confused and irritated, as climaxed in 1 
Missouri county, where a farmer recently received from 5 different agencies 
varying advice on the application of fertilizer on his farm. There are many 
sepurate field services at the county level. These include the Soil Conservation 
Service; Extension Service; Farmers’ Home Administration; Production and 
Marketing Administration, with its conservation payment program and school 
lunch program; Farm Credit Administration through its production credit asso- 
ciations and national farm loan associations; and the Rural Electrification Ad 
ministration. In addition, the Forest Service may be represented by Federal- 
State farm forest management advisers; the Bureau of Animal Industry by 
specialists on animal-disease eradication programs; and the Bureau of Ento 
mology and Plant Quarantine by others who work on plant-disease eradication 
and insect control. 

“Separate from those of the Department of Agriculture, representatives of 
the Veterans’ Administration are usually present to administer the on-farm 
industrial training program for veterans. The farm labor representatives of 
the Federal-State Employment Service and the Federal-State Department of 
Agriculture representatives may also be in the field at the county level. 

“A multitude of county advisory committees of farmers has been created and 
employed by these various activities at a cost exceeding $5 million a year. These 
local committees have been given administrative functions. The task force on 
agricultural activities believes that the local committees should be purely ad 
visory on program formulation and operation. All administrative work should 
be done by departmental or State employees. 

“Our task force recommends that only one committee be set up in each county 
It estimates their annual cost for the entire Nation need not exceed $700,000.” 


HERBERT HOOVER. 
Mr. Rreneman. I have also a statement from Mr. John A. Baker, 
assistant to the President of the National Farmers Union, which I 
would like to have inserted in the record at this point. 
(Mr. Baker’s statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A, BAKER, ASSISTANT TO PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


DON’T BUY A PIG IN A POKE 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, this statement is in support of 
the resolution that if enacted would result in disapproval and nullification of the 
proposal of the administration to reorganize the United States Department of 
Agriculture. If this resolution is not approved, the reorganization plan will go 
into full force and effect in early June. 
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Basically the reorganization plan, which this resolution would nullify, has two 
major provisions 

One of these would increase the size of the immediate office of the Secretary 
of Agriculture by the addition of several more Assistant Secretaries and their 
staffs. While I do not see the great pressing need to establish these additional 
high level positions, I do generally approve the principle that the Secretary of 
Agriculture should have sufficient responsible assistants to carry out effectively 
the duties of the Secretary's office : 

I would hope that the establishment of such positions would not block off the 
access to the Secretary of the agency heads in the Department, nor result in 
removing the Secretary from close contact with the farmers of this country 
Moreover, I would urge that the Assistant Secretaries not be made super-bureau 
chiefs assigned to control a combination of specific Department agencies but 
that each be assigned to a functional area that cuts across the boundaries of all 
the agencies. I suggest that your committee will want to interrogate the Secre 
tary of Agriculture carefully on this point to see in what maner he proposed to 
utilize the new positions assigned to his office by this reorganization plan. 

The second major change in Department organization included in Reorgani 
zation Plan No. 2 is to repeal all legislation granting functions, authorities, and 
responsibilities directly from the Congress to the agency concerned, such as soil 
conservation work to Soil Conservation Service, rural electrification and rural 
telephone loans to RFA, and the agricultural conservation program to the com 
munity, county, and State farmer committees. <All of these delegations under 
the proposed reorganization would be rested in the Secretary of Agriculture ; 
granting him full authority to assign and reassign functions from one agency to 
another within the Department. Under this plan the Secretary would be enabled 
to assign the private forest protection work of the Forest Service to the Produc- 
tion and Marketing Administration ; he would be empowered to require all of the 
action programs of the Department to be carried out by a single elite corps of 
newly hired full-time public servants; he would have the authority to transfer 
the functions of the Soil Conservation Service to the State agricultural extension 
services ; he would have the power to take the ACP program away from the farmer 
committees and assign that program to the Extension Service or any other 
existing or newly established agency of the Department. These transfers of 
function I have just listed are only illustrative of the type of changes that this 
reorganization plan would grant the power to the Secretary to make. I do not 
know what the Secretary’s plans are in regard to using this huge grant of power 
that would be given him. 

My attitude toward the resolution before you would be largely dependent 
upon what sorts of major changes in the Department agencies that the Secretary 
would propose to make if he were given this power. I urge your committee to 
question the Secretary of Agriculture carefully. We should know whether he 
means to increase the scope of administrative and operational duties of the 
democratically elected farmer committeemen or to reduce them to a purely ad- 
visory capacity. We need to know whether he proposed to abolish the regional 
Soil Conservation Service offices, turning their duties and responsibilities over 
to the State extension services. We should know whether he proposes to re- 
move all research activities from Soil Conservation Service and Forest Service 
and turn them over to State experiment stations. 

I am greatly encouraged by some of the moves that have already been made 
in the organization of the Department of Agriculture even before this reorgani- 
zation plan was submitted to the Congress. Notice General 101 of the Produe- 
tion and Marketing Administrator, is a big long step toward pulling the rug 
from under the farmer committee system. I think that this is unwise and un- 
warranted. Such changes as are made should be in the other direction to broaden 
the scope of the work of farmer committeemen. It was a mistake in my judg 
ment to widen the breach between the Department's conservation programs and 
its agricultural production and income program, as was done when ACP was 
taken out of the Production and Marketing Administration and it, together 
with Soil Conservation Service, were lumped together with Extension Service in 
the Secretary's office. 

Moreover, I am inclined to think that the setting up of full-time high paid 
officials in Commodity Credit Corporation separate from Production and Market- 
ing Administration was both unwise and unnecessary. 

My point is Mr. Chairman, I am inclined to think that the Secretary of Agri- 
culture should have authority to run that Department commensurate with the 
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responsibility that rests upon his shoulders. But T hasten to add that I want 
sone assurance that he will not use that power to disrupt and weaken the 
organizational structure of the Department’s agencies nor take unwise action 
that will destroy the effectiveness of the programs that have been built up over the 
past year 

I notice that several Congressmen and Senators have taken notice in the 
Congressional Record of the st itements of the Under Secretary of Agriculture, 
Mr. Morse, concerning the need to remove from agriculture a large number of 
farmers and allow their land to grow up in grass and trees. That attitude Mr 





Chairman, is to my mind completely irresponsible and outrageously brutal. I 
SULLeS hat vour committee will want to assure itself and farmers generally 
in these hearings that this “plow under the farmers” philosophy will not be 
the determining criterion under which the Secretary will make use of the great 
grant of powers that will be given him under Reorganization Plan No. 2 I 
think vou should find out whether the Secretary means to disperse the functions 
of Farmers’ Tlome Administration as a means of hastening the process of 


removing What Mr. Morse call the “marginal” farmers I should think you 
ould want to be reassured on this point before you allow the Reorganization 
Plan to go into full foree and effect 


Frankly and honestly, IT must say to you that, so far, I am not well impressed 
hy the performance of the Secretary of Agriculture on these points If my 
present mpressions are a reliable forecast of what additional actions the 
Secretary might take if given all these new powers, the only tenable position 
open fo me, 1s fo urze von fo 1 ommend enactnent of the resolution before 
you that will nullify this proposed grant of power. If, on the other hand, the 


Secretary of Agriculture is prepared to reassure the committee and the farmers 
of this country that he will not use this great power to weaken and disrupt the 
programs, I would reserve my position until I could examine the different pro 
posed changes he plans to make 

Don't buy a pig in’a poke. If the Secretary of Agriculture is at this time 
unable and unwilling to state frankly and fully how he plans to use this power he 
has asked for, let us turn down this plan now: and instruct him to come up 
later with another reorganization plan after he has had enough time for mak 
ing all the studies that will enable him to be more specific. 

In hearings before the Senate Committee on Government Operations, Secre 
tary Benson testified that he does not need this reorganization plan to have the 
authority he feels he needs in our Production and Marketing Administration, Com 
modity Exchange Authority and 8S other agencies of the Department Reorgani 
zation Plan No, 2 exempts 4 of the remaining 10 agencies from its provisions. The 
Secretary testified that he currently has no plans for disrupting, dispersing or 
reorganizing the other 6 agencies. This raises a serious question as to why Plan 
No. 2 is needed at this time. Congress will have ample time to pass on a new 
reorganization plan at such time as the Secretary may have specific plans in 
mind for reorganiz ng Farmers’ Home Administration, Rural Electrification Ad 
ministration, Soil Conservaticn Service, Forest Service, Bureau of Agricultural 
EHeonomics in the Office of Solicitor 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to have presented my views to 
vou on this matter in this way 


Mr. Rieuuman. Lalso have a statement by Mr. Gavin W. MecKerrow, 
president of the Golden Guernsey Dairy Cooperative, Milwaukee, Wis., 
which I would like to insert in the record at this point, 

(Mr. McKerrow’s statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GAVIN W. MecKrERROW, PRESIDENT, GOLDEN GUERNSEY DAIRY 
COOPERATIVE, MILWAUKEE, WIS. 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am Gavin W. McekKerrow, of 
Pewaukee, Wis., and I submit this statement in support of the President’s Re- 
organization Plan No. 2 of 1953 

Il am representing the National Milk Producers Federation. This federation 
is the oldest and largest agricultural commodity organization in the United 
States It consists of 97 farmer-owned cooperatives and some 600 submember 
associations with a combined membership of approximately 460,000 dairy farm 
families in 46 States. The volume of milk and cream sold or manufactured in 
various forms by these cooperatives exceeds 22 billion pounds a year. 
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Lama Wisconsin dairy farmer and president of a dairy marketing cooperative, 
Golden Guernsey Dairy Our cooperative is made up of 528 farmers who produce 
und market thir own milk, and together with the cooperation of their employee 
members, have been successful in developing a business which totals nearly $10 
million annually. 

When the Hoover Commission issued its report in 1949, | had an active urge to 
do something about the reorganization ; so my support of this plan to reorganize 
the Department of Agriculture is not the result of a sudden impulse 

The Public Expenditure Survey in Wisconsin acts somewhat in the capacity of 
wu Government information clearing house and research agency for many local 


taxpayer organizations on a strictly nonpolitical basis Che Hoover report 

a tailormade bipartisan research report aimed at more efficient Federal Govern 
iment. We organized our bipartisan committee to promote adoption of the 
Hoover report Vherefore, | am also a spokesman for the Wisconsin Committee 


on Hoover Commission Findings of which Lam proud to be chairman 

Our committee studied and discussed every bill introduced with a Hoove 
Commission label. We found that in our membership, Which had representa 
tives of industry, labor, government, women’s organizations, civic groups, and 
farming, we usually had some one who Was more or less an eXpert on ever) 
subject that came up. 

Of course, at first industry and labor glared at each other across the table 

then they both glared at the farmers Then masbe the farmers and indus 
try and labor all looked suspiciously at our college president I might say that 
one of the industry representatives, our first chairman, was Walter Koller, now 
Governor of the State. 

It should be understood, and I want to emphasize that committee support Was 
not given to any proposition unless the specialist involved was satisfied with it 
and unless all members of the committee understood it Using these ground 
rules, we supported most of the Hoover Commission legislation introduced in 
1949. The Department of Agriculture bill did not seem to meet all our spe¢ 
fications 

\ bill to reorganize the Department was introduced in 1950, along with many 
others covering areas in the Hoover report. The committee waded through 
them and practically everyone got our support. We were reluctant about the 
agriculture bill but finally gave it our conditional approval. The present bill 
is an improvement in that appropriations cannot be shifted from the purpose 
for which they are made by Congress itself. Some of the discussion in which 
it has been maintained that the present bill gives the Secretary wider power 
than the other bill loses sight of this fact, 

The National Milk Producers Federation, at their annual meeting in 1951, 
had some question as to the desirability of the reorganization bill proposed in 
the Congress. At that time they appointed a committee of which I was chair 
man. Because of the detailed nature of the bill, and of some objectional fe 
tures of the parts of it relating to the Farm Credit Administration, the federation 
did not feel like giving its unqualified support to the bill proposed at that time 
However, it is our feeling that the Reorganization Plan No, 2 as now proposed 
is completely satisfactory and should be passed promptly by this Congress 





It is our firm conviction that while plan No, 2 as now proposed does not carry 
out all of the details suggested hy the Hoover Commission, yet it does give the 
Secretary of Agriculture the power to so change the plan of organization that 
the advantages proposed in the Commission’s reorganization plan could all be 
obtained. 

It gives the Secretary a clear line of responsibility and authority so that many 
of the overlapping functions found by the Commission in their study of the De 
partment can be eliminated. The addition of two Assistant Secretaries will 
make it possible to streamline the organization and get effective supervision 

The Commission found in their study that in many cases farmers received 
varying and conflicting advice from different bureaus in the Department on the 
same problem. The many instances of this kind can easily be found in the record 
of the investigations made by the Commission. 

Some of those who have been enthusiastic for the adoption of the Hoover 
Commission report in full might criticize the present bill because it does not 
carry out in detail more of the suggestions for reorganization. However, this 
may have some compensating advantages in that the present plan will give more 
freedom for constant change and adaptation to new conditions, 

Under this plan, as we see it, progress won't go out the window if there are 

ke. We 





strong objections to some minor change Secretary Benson chooses to m: 
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must choose between the rigid pattern that has resulted in no headway toward 
reorganization and this plan which will permit streamlining and modernization. 

After reading the President’s presentation, I noted that he refers to some 
rearranging of organiaztional units which are already taking place. I also noted 
his desire to handle the separate corporations and the Farm Credit Administra- 
tion in some other manner which will make this reorganization plan less con- 
troversial, The National Milk Producers Federation is favorable to this 
approach. 

is uot unusual to consider the farmers of America as conservatives. Nor is 
it incorrect to say that their lives are a gamble. They sow seed and then gamble 
on the weather \ handful may come back as a bushel if the days are sunny 
enough and not too wet or not too cold. As part of this gamble is their days of 
hara worn. tut, hard as they work in their lives that are a gamble, the farmers 
of America are not wasteful and they do not like to see waste in any form on 
the part of anybody else. 

It is my conviction that the growth of the Department of Agriculture since 
it began to expand its operations in a large way in the thirties, has resulted in 
waste—waste of manpower, money, and material. The Hoover report indicates 
the growth was haphazard. We have been wasting our national wealth. 

I am convinced that waste, overlap, and irresponsibility cannot last long in 
the Department if all lines of authority and responsibility are clear. It is when 
we have little blind alleys in Government that costs run up unnecessarily. 

The dairy farmers in America wish to register in favor of this reorganiza- 
tion plan because they are Americans who are interested in cutting down the 
costs of government. They hope that all other groups will take the same attitude 
and support plans which will put all Government departments on a more efficient 
basis. This is not a matter of changing general policies but a matter of efficient 
organization 


Mr. Risuutman. I also have a statement from Mr. Homer L. Brink- 
ley, executive secretary of the National Council of Farm Cooper- 
atives, which I would like to insert in the record at this point. 

(Mr. Brinkley *s statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HOMER L. BRINKLEY, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL COUNCII 
OF FARMER COOPERATIVES 


The National Council of Farmer Cooperatives strongly recommends approval 
of Reorganization Plan No. 2 for the United States Department of Agriculture. 

This plan has been developed after thorough study by qualified persons both 
within and outside the Department of Agriculture. Its provisions envisage an 
organizational approach designed to meet the changing conditions within the 
agricultural industry—both those having occurred during the past 18 months 
or so and those which may reasonably be expected. 

Within the past year or 18 months there have been significant changes in our 
general farm picture and it is safe to say that more are to come. To meet those 
situations the Department of Agriculture should be reorganized in such manner 
as to be able to meet those rapid shifts in a changing pattern. An outmoded 
structure such as presently exists, constitutes an unnecessary handicap in the 
adjustment of the Department of Agriculture services to the modern needs of 
agriculture. 

An organization which has ben characterized as a loose confederation of auton- 
omous bureaus with a strong tendency to develop independent, overlapping and 
duplicating programs, and which “has grown to its present size without suf 
ficient attention being given to integrating its parts into a whole,” seems to us 
an undependable tool having doubtful capacity to serve agriculture in the manner 
in which it must be served in the critical situation in which we now find our- 
selves and in the troubled days which loom ahead. 

While it is not entirely appropriate to exactly compare the administrative 
problems of a Government agency with those of industry, neither should we con- 
clude that the basic principles are entirely different. In many respects they are 
identical. For example, it is difficult to imagine the head of a giant industrial 
organization permitting the growth of branches and divisions, sections and units 
with virtually complete autonomy, and yet be charged with full responsibility 
for their commitments and operations. Substantially that situation has de- 
veloped over the years in the Department of Agriculture. Responsibility without 
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authority is an impossible position in which to place a principal executive in 
or out of Government. 

Carrying the parallel further, it is equally burdensome for a chief executive 
to be deprived of straight line administrative authority without ample power to 
delegate responsibility to trusted subordinates. Furthermore, such subordinates 
should be clothed with authority and organizational standing commensurate with 
their responsibility. For this reason, there is needed in the Department author 
ization for additional top-level assistants to assume on behalf of the Secretary 
the burden of the rapidly multiplying duties and responsibilities of the Depart- 
ment. Grouping of various activities into related functions, reportin: to the 
Secretary through such assistants would release the Secretary for broader duties 
and more constructive thinking and planning. This pattern, again, is in direct 
line with that generally pursued in other large-scale enterprises. 

Simplification of administration seems to us to be mandatory if efficiency is 
to be improved. Much has been made in recent years of coordination in various 
governmental activities. We have seen attempts at coordination result in pil ng 
one coordinating agency on top of another without ever achieving the Cesired 
purpose. We suggest that the only really effective coordination is that which 
comes to focus in one person with final authority over all the work for which he 
is responsible. By this we do not mean to imply that dictatorial methods should 
be resorted to. Such authority is not contemplated in Reorganization Plan No. 
2. The reverse is true. Under the plan provision is made for hearings before 
changes can be made, with ample opportunity for interested persons to present 
their views and objections as to any detail of proposed changes. Appropriations 
for specific projects are to be administered for their particular purpose under the 
reorganization plan, just as they were before. Provision is made for administra 
tion of programs close to State, local, and regional levels, and they are required 
to be adapted to conditions at those levels. We deem it most desirable that those 
to be served by a program should have more to say as to the manner in which 
they are to be served in the administration of that service. 

In the recent past the Congress has followed the sound policy of vesting fune 
tions directly in department heads so that they can be held accountable for the 
operations of their agencies In the Department of Agriculture, however, we 
find a different policy having been pursued with major functions of the Depart 
ment vested directly in subordinate officials and branches. We believe there are 
many valid reasons for correcting this patchwork of authority and responsibility 
in the Department of Agriculture thereby following previous patterns established 
for other departments of the Government. 


Mr. Rieutman. If there are no other persons to testify, the hear- 
ing will close. 

Mr. Founrary. Mr. Chairman, before you close, may I just insert 
one statement ¢ 

Mr. Rrenuman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fountarn. I should like to insert a question by Mr. Anderson 
and an answer by Secretary Benson when Secretary Benson appeared 
before the Special Subcommittee of the House to Investigate the 
Dairy Industry in the United States, and this was recorded in the 
hearings of that committee in March and April 1953 on page 291. 
They were discussing something relating to the Tariff Commission, 
and this is the question or a portion of the question which Mr. 
Anderson asked Mr. Benson: 


Would you see any objection to following the pattern of section 104 and giving 
the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to exercise immediate action pending 
a decision by the Taft Commission? 

Secretary Benson. I think it will be well to have that authority vested some- 
where in the Government, either in the Chief Executive or, through 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has a lot of authority now, as you know, Mr. 
Chairman. Iam not seeking for myself more power or authority. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I notice in a recent statement that you said the Secretary of 
Agriculture had too much authority. : 

Secretary Benson. I have been very much surprised to find out how much 
authority is vested in the one office. 


him, the 
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And one further statement—I would like to insert the question by 
Mr Anderson and the answet! by Mr. Benson in his appearance before 
the House Subcommittee on Appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture for 1954 recorded on pages S64 and 865, part 5, as follows: 

DERSON. I, personal woul e to know what your intent is for the 
before I would be illin a Member of Congress, to vote to give you 


vou What your intent is if we do give that 


plans in mind which will consolidate the Soil 
and the Extension Service? 
iy to your last question, Mr. Chairman, that 
is which will consolidate any agencies at the 
rsued our studies far enough to reach any con 
that those agencies will continue probably as 
he Soil Conse ice must continue It is a very important 
the Extension Service 


On page S65 of the same rec ord ot hearings before the subeommit- 
tee of the Committee on \pprop! lations of the House of Representa- 
tives, during the current session, Mr. Anderson asked this question of 
Mr. Benson: 


Hiow will this reorganization simplify and make more effective the operation 
epartment? 
1] | n every opportunity to do so, but I would like your 
further comments on that specific point. Just how will it increase efficiency? 
Secretary BeNsoNn. U do not know that I have reached a final conclusion on all 
of those, Mr. Chairman. It is a very big problem, of course 


That is all I have. 
Mr. RimrHLMAN. The heat Ing 1s closed. 


(Whereupot , at 0:59 p. m., the hearing was closed.) 





